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ABSTRACT 
 
Although the idea that “writing teachers must write” is pervasive, little is known about 
how teachers’ participation in out-of-school writing practices shapes their writing instruction. To 
date, most research on teacher practice has been limited to institutional settings like classrooms, 
pre-service education settings, and professional development sites. This dissertation broadens the 
study of teacher practice by moving beyond institutional walls with six elementary, middle, high 
school, and college writing teachers. Qualitative case study methods were used to interview and 
observe the teachers participating in their writing classrooms, and across various sites of 
professional and everyday writing practice—including at a local National Writing Project 
Summer Institute site, in creative and academic writing groups, and blog writing.  
Teachers in this study used their writing practices—both academic and non-academic—in 
their everyday lives to make meaning in the world. They also drew from these writing practices 
in their instruction and identity work; the teachers bridged their personal writing interests into 
their composition instruction, employed specialized language and practices from their writing, 
and capitalized on their developing writing identities and practices to create new opportunities 
for students writers. However, teachers also experienced tensions between writing and teaching 
writing; their purposes and audiences for ‘real’ writing differed greatly from the purposes and 
audiences for student ‘school’ writing, and they sometimes essentialized the identities of ‘real’ 
writers as published, good, or professional. 
Recognizing teachers’ everyday writing practices as classroom resources may have 
transformative potential for instruction; however, teacher educators and professional developers 
need to work to help teachers develop dispositions as composition risk-takers and “players” 
(Smith, Feb. 7, 2013) to help reduce tensions related to understandings of ‘real’ writing and 
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writers. This research ultimately argues that theoretical attention to the development of teachers’ 
practices and identities across diverse networks of participation (Dreier, 1999; Prior, 1998; 
Scollon, 2001; Wenger, 1998) can help us reconceptualize how we understand, study, and 
promote writing instruction and teacher development.  
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For those who find joy in writing and teaching writing. 
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PREFACE 
 
In my fourth year teaching in New York City public schools, I was accepted to a yearlong 
study group through the Columbia Teaching College Reading and Writing Project called 
“Teachers as Writers.” The premise of the course was to engage elementary and middle school 
teachers in a writing workshop, meeting every other week to share and critique our pieces, with 
an ultimate goal of submitting our writing somewhere for publication.  
 During that time, I submitted two teaching-focused articles for publication, and began a 
young adult novel. One of the submitted pieces was accepted, the other rejected, and I officially 
entered the world of teacher research and publication. My young adult novel has become one of 
those permanent works-in-progress that I hope to return to one day. I felt simultaneously inspired 
by my writing experiences and frustrated by my inability to consistently foster similar 
meaningful experiences for my seventh grade students. For example, although I found peer 
feedback and writing for real audiences to be an integral part of my writing experiences, I was 
not designing most writing assignments for audiences beyond our classroom or incorporating 
regular peer feedback groups into their writing processes. Peer feedback groups were hard to set 
up, and even more difficult to maintain. I did not even know where to begin with writing for real 
audiences.  
 One of my proudest works as a teacher, though, was helping my students mobilize their 
literacies for social action—as part of Project Citizen, a curricular program that “helps 
participants learn how to monitor and influence public policy while developing support for 
democratic values and principles, tolerance, and feelings of political efficacy” 
(http://new.civiced.org/pc-program), my seventh graders organized and hosted a Read-a-thon. 
They raised over $7,000 for new books for our school that year, and it is an annual event that still 
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continues today, four years after I left the school. Authentic purposes and social interaction were 
key components of students’ literacy work for this project. However, this assignment was more 
of an exception than the norm.    
 A problem, for me, was a disconnect between my own writing and instruction. I enjoyed 
both, but had trouble drawing intentionally from my own literate experiences in my classroom. 
Building on these experiences, I entered graduate school and the fields of literacy education and 
Writing Studies with questions about the relationship between teachers’ writing (and other out-
of-school engagements, more generally) and pedagogical practices. I knew that my engagement 
in sustained, personally motivated writing did change my teaching, but I also knew that I 
experienced numerous tensions that made it difficult to structure my classroom in similar ways to 
my out-of-school writing practices.  
 As I have embarked on numerous case studies of teachers writing and teaching over time, 
I have become particularly interested in ways teachers do and do not identify as writers, their 
perceived differences between school/professional and out-of-school/everyday writing, and the 
ways school contexts are designed (or not) to support everyday literacies. My personal goals for 
this dissertation include developing suggestions for how we might better incorporate and 
critically reflect on teacher writing in teacher education and professional development 
experiences, and the critique and refinement of the notion that “writing teachers must write.” I 
attempt to honor teachers’ literate experiences as valuable classroom resources, while also 
highlighting potential difficulties of capitalizing on these resources in classroom settings. This 
work is personal, rooted in my own experiences teaching and writing, and highlights the 
profound blurring of my own professional and everyday worlds. It has helped me to understand 
teachers’ participation as stretching beyond institutional walls, and to begin contributing to social 
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practice perspectives on teaching that account for such trajectories. Teaching—like writing—is 
messy, complicated work, and deserves to be recognized as such, particularly at a time when 
increased standardization and regulation threaten to deprofessionalize our field.
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
Research documents how teachers regulate what counts as literacy in school and 
sometimes dismiss students’ broader linguistic resources (e.g., Dyson, 2006; Finders, 1997). 
Although much work situates students as learners who draw from diverse funds of everyday 
knowledge (Hull & Schultz, 2002; Moje et al., 2004; Moll, Amanti, Neff, & Gonzalez, 1992), 
teachers are often depicted primarily in their roles as representatives of the official discourses of 
school. Contributing to this characterization is the fact that studies of teachers have tended to 
remain anchored in institutional spaces like pre-service sites, classrooms, and professional 
development settings. In this dissertation I present six case studies to suggest the importance of 
locating not just students, but also teachers, as participants across varied sociocultural contexts. 
Beyond recognizing such participation, I suggest that, much as students’ educations can be 
enriched by building links to their everyday lives, teachers’ pedagogical practices can be 
informed—and potentially transformed—by encouraging such connections.  
In my particular area of interest—writing instruction—advocates of the notion that 
“writing teachers must write” (National Writing Project & Nagin, 2006) have long 
acknowledged that teachers’ literate experiences outside of the classroom matter (Bissex & 
Bullock, 1987; Calkins, 1994; National Commission on Writing, 2003). However, in part 
because most studies have centered at teacher preparation or professional development sites 
rather than classrooms, we still know relatively little about the potential of teacher writing to 
inform instruction.   
By tracing teachers’ participation across social and literate practices, I attempt to better 
describe the complex networking of teachers’ identities and practices, and to begin exploring 
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how attention to teachers’ literate lives may (or may not) lead to enriched or transformed 
teaching practices. Informed by sociocultural approaches that emphasize the ways practices and 
identities develop by tying together seemingly unrelated activities over time (e.g., Bakhtin, 1981; 
Bourdieu, 1977; Dyson, 1999; Latour, 2005; Prior, 1998; Scollon, 2001), my analysis aims to 
make visible the ways elementary, middle, high school, and college writing teachers weave 
together everyday and professional worlds and identities. The major research questions were:   
• How does teachers’ participation across everyday and school writing practices 
inform the development of their practices and identities?  
• What connections exist between teachers’ participation in everyday and school 
writing practices? 
• What tensions exist between teachers’ participation in everyday and school 
writing practices? 
Taking a dialogic perspective on teacher practice, understanding that teaching requires 
constant negotiation of identities and practices that develop over time through interaction 
(Britzman, 1991), this study closely examines the on-going participation of teachers across 
literate and pedagogical activities that stretch across school and non-school settings in order to 
better understand the complexities of teaching writing.   
Significance of the Study 
This study will inform the field of language and literacy by building on sociocultural 
research that recognizes students’ out-of-school resources (e.g., Hull & Schultz, 2002; Lankshear 
& Knobel, 2006). Adding a focus on teachers’ out-of-school practices will help us think about 
teaching writing in more expansive ways, accounting for teachers’ participation across both 
professional and everyday practices.  
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It will also inform the fields of teacher education and professional development related to 
writing instruction by exploring the notion that “writing teachers must write.” Given that teacher 
writing has become an integral component of professional development, writing process 
curricula, and even policy, it is imperative that we understand the relationship between writing 
and teaching writing. We begin with long-standing arguments about why teachers should be 
encouraged to write (e.g., as an instructional strategy, for reflection, to participate in the 
profession; see Atwell, 1998; Bissex & Bullock, 1987; Root & Steinberg, 1996), but now we 
must determine how writing may help teachers provide better instruction and how it may 
complicate their teaching, which I explore through a focus on connections and tensions. 
Although there are numerous studies of teacher writers, there are few that highlight observations 
of classroom practice (see Brooks, 2007; Gleeson & Prain, 1996; Robbins, 1990; Thornton, 2010 
for exceptions) and fewer still that follow teachers into everyday settings (See Dawson, 2011; 
Roozen, 2009). The design of this study distinguishes my work from much of the teacher writer 
literature by broadening the study of teacher practice by examining the interplay between 
teachers’ work in everyday and professional contexts. 
The data showcase both how teacher writing enriches instruction and how teachers 
experience conflicts between their writing and instruction. Alsup (2006) and Whitney (2009) 
suggest that the most successful teachers are able to negotiate tensions between their personal 
and professional selves, and that this negotiation can ultimately lead to transformation. The 
information gained about the tensions experienced by these teacher writers, then, has particular 
potential to inform teacher education and professional development, and to promote 
transformational classroom practices. Furthermore, by explicitly exploring tensions rather than 
assuming transfer across contexts, we will better understand the complexities of teaching in 
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highly regulated and standardized environments. If we can help teachers become more critically 
aware of and better capitalize on their personal practices, particularly in the current atmosphere 
of standardization, perhaps they can better help their students engage in more authentic and 
meaningful writing practices as well. 
Outlines of the Chapters 
 In chapter 2, I explore the differences between autonomous and social practice 
perspectives of literacy (Street, 2003) and teaching. Then, I show how the literature on teacher 
writers brings together understandings of literacy and teaching practice, and I push back on some 
assumptions about teacher writers. I present the perspective that practices and identities develop 
over time across trajectories of participation (Dreier, 1999; Lave & Wenger, 1991; Rogoff, 1994; 
Scollon, 2001). This theoretical frame highlights the sociohistoric development of persons and 
practices, and I characterize it as a dialogic or social practice perspective on teaching.  
 Chapter 3 presents the methodology I used for exploring trajectories of teacher 
participation across everyday and professional settings. I introduce the participants, sites, 
procedures, and analyses for each of the case studies. I also document my personal involvement 
in many of the teachers’ writing groups, teaching sites, or professional development experiences. 
I describe how my analyses draw broadly from Vygotskian theories and methods suggested by 
Latour’s (2005) actor network theory and cultural historic activity theory (CHAT) (Engestrom, 
1993), and describe how I traced trajectories of participation across space and time, and 
identified connections and tensions. 
 In chapter 4, I elaborate on each of the six cases of writing teachers across first grade 
ESL, urban middle school, tenth grade, and college composition classrooms. I present data from 
each of the six teachers who participated in the studies, and draw from the cases in the analyses 
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in the following chapters. Specifically, I discuss the importance and power of collaboration for 
Hannah and Samantha, who co-taught a first grade ESL class; Lisa’s pursuit of creative writing 
and goal of becoming a professional writer; the ways that writing helped Annette become a more 
vulnerable writing teacher; the role of Aaron’s network in his writing and instruction; and 
Alice’s dual identities as a teacher and a scholar. Underlying these cases is the role of 
participation across varied settings and with different collaborators in writing and teaching 
writing.   
Chapter 5 establishes trajectories of participation in literacy practices across everyday 
and professional contexts by examining connections between writing and teaching writing. Each 
of the teachers was able to somehow bridge his or her personal writing interests into their 
composition instruction. Many of the teachers also employed the specialized language and 
practices from their writing and capitalized on their developing writing identities and practices to 
create new opportunities for students writers.  
 In chapter 6, I examine two primary tensions between writing and teaching writing 
related to ‘real’ writing and writers. First, teachers’ purposes and audiences for writing differed 
greatly than the purposes and audiences for student writing in their classrooms, creating a 
dichotomy between ‘real’ writing and ‘school’ writing. Second, I explored how teachers 
struggled against the essentialism of ‘real’ writing identities (i.e., published authors, good 
writers), which started to develop for them early in their own school experiences, by examining 
how the teachers variously positioned themselves to their students and me. 
 Finally, chapter 7 summarizes the findings from the study and argues for studying 
trajectories of teacher participation and writing instruction across k-16 contexts. I discuss the 
transformative potential of incorporating teachers’ everyday practices as classroom resources in 
    
6 
school, my next research steps, and suggestions for teacher education and professional 
development on how to better incorporate and critically reflect on teacher writing.  
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
In this chapter, I review how the concept of practice has come to be understood in the 
fields of literacy and teaching. Then, I explore how the literature on teacher writers brings 
together understandings of literacy and teaching practice, and review the teachers-as-writers 
literature to date. Finally, I present my theoretical framing that suggests studying the 
development of teachers’ identities and practices through trajectories of participation. 
A Social Practice Perspective 
Practice is one of those frequently used words that is believed to represent a fundamental 
ingredient or lever for improving schools; however, more often than not, the word practice is 
glossed over and its meaning taken for granted. For instance, some researchers talk generally 
about “best practices”—the strategies or activities that school staff should engage in to be 
successful. However, practice actually refers to the complicated pattern of behavior that emerges 
from people’s actions with each other and with their social situation over time (Bourdieu, 
1981)…The key to understanding practice is to understand how it arises from people’s ongoing 
attempts to negotiate their relationship with their situation—social, material, cultural, and 
historical. 
                       Spillane & Miele, 2007, pp. 58-59 
 The term practice is often naturalized in popular conversations about literacy and 
teaching to the extent that it is often accepted as non-ideological and ‘common sense’ 
(Fairgclough, 1992). This is problematic not only because practice means different things to 
different people (e.g., theory vs. practice; practices as explicit actions vs. practice as a broad 
conglomeration of ideologies, cultural histories, and actions), but also because when we fail to 
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account for our particular understandings, we risk ignoring the profoundly dispersed, historical, 
and sociocultural aspects of the development of practice. For teachers—the focus of this study—
the implications are real; autonomous and uncomplicated views of practice may imply that 
teachers’ behaviors are easily controllable and modifiable. In an era when ‘teacher quality’ has 
been identified as a key lever of student success and the standardization of literacy curricula, 
instruction, and assessments is becoming the norm, such understandings can underestimate the 
complex negotiations involved in teaching and even exacerbate teacher blaming. Here, I hope to 
explore how practice is currently understood in literacy and writing studies, and advocate for 
similarly dialogic conceptions of teaching. 
Literacy as social practice. Today’s widely-accepted view of literacy as social practice 
reflects “epistemological shifts in how various intellectual traditions have come to conceptualize 
human learning; more specifically, historically documented shifts from behaviorist, to cognitive, 
to situated, social, and distributed views of human cognition” (Johnson, 2006, p. 236). In the US 
in the 1960s, autonomous models of literacy with behaviorist orientations predominated; this 
ideology underpins much research on literacy and cultural deficits. Street (2003) summarizes this 
perspective here:   
The standard view in many fields, from schooling to development programs, works from 
the assumption that literacy in itself—autonomously—will have effects on other social 
and cognitive practices. Introducing literacy to poor, “illiterate” people, villages, urban 
youth etc. will have the effect of enhancing their cognitive skills, improving their 
economic prospects, making them better citizens, regardless of the social and economic 
conditions that accounted for their “illiteracy” in the first place. I refer to this as an 
“autonomous” model of literacy. The model, I suggest disguises the cultural and 
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ideological assumptions that underpin it so that it can then be presented as though they 
are neutral and universal and that literacy as such will have these benign effects.  (p. 77) 
Expressivist (Britton, 1970; Elbow, 1998; Graves, 1989) and cognitive-process (Emig, 
1971; Flower & Hayes, 1981) views of writing became popular in the 1970s; both shared an 
interest in the mental processes of writing (Ivanic, 2004). Emig’s (1971) seminal text The 
Composing Processes of Twelfth Graders, for example, was oriented to creativity research and 
attended to literary studies, psychoanalysis, and Bruner’s emerging work in cognitive 
psychology. After asking eight twelfth graders to think aloud as they wrote both prompted and 
open pieces, Emig found that when students wrote ‘pragmatically,’ the primary mode sponsored 
in school, they were detached and primarily wrote for their teachers as audience. Alternatively, 
when students engaged in ‘expressive’ writing, their composing processes were longer and more 
complex, they were more committed and exploratory, and they wrote for themselves and/or peers. 
Like Elbow (1998), then, she advocated interest-driven writing in school. 
In the 1970s and 1980s, much work in anthropology, linguistics, and education took a 
‘social turn,’ and contributed to today’s understanding of reading and writing as situated, social 
work. For example, based on their investigation of the multiple literacies of the Vai people of 
Liberia (who alternatively used Vai, Roman, and Arabic scripts for informal, formal, and 
religious activities), Scribner and Cole (1981) highlighted how individuals acquired literacy 
through participation in different socially organized activities, and argued that the cognitive 
consequences of literacy were the cognitive consequences of literate practices rather than a result 
of learning literacy in the abstract. In Heath’s (1983) ethnographic research in the Piedmont 
Carolinas, she found that the different ways children learned to use language were dependent on 
the local neighborhoods they were socialized in. Heath was particularly interested in social 
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interaction rules that regulate talk around such texts during literacy events. Similarly, Street 
(1984) who researched a community in Iran, found that the uses and meanings of literacy were 
identifiable across three domains of social activity (i.e., the “maktab” commercial literacy of the 
marketplace, schooled literacy, and religious literacy). He argued that literacy was not simply a 
set of functional skills, it was a “set of social practices deeply associated with identity and social 
position” (Street, 2000, p. 23). This view of literacy as social practice learned—like other 
things—in situated physical, social, and cultural contexts, and with the use of a variety of tools 
(Lave & Wenger, 1991; Vygotsky, 1978; Wertsch, 1998), has become widely taken up in current 
literacy and writing studies. 
Much subsequent work on literacy learning in schools has explored the unofficial 
literacies of youths, and celebrated their communicative competence (Hymes, 1972). For 
example, in an ethnographic study of first graders in an urban school, Dyson (2006) documented 
how a teacher’s official talk about fix-its or problems in writing focused on surface features of 
language, whereas children’s own fix-its focused on social relations and identity formations. 
Finders (1997), in a yearlong ethnographic study of middle school girls, immersed herself in the 
literate underlife of two groups of girls, the “social queens” and “the [tough] cookies.” The 
“social queens” used literacy to construct social events with peers, to mark status and allegiance, 
and to monitor and sustain social roles, whereas the “cookies” primarily used literacy to deny 
allegiance, and felt tensions between their private lives and public performances of literacy in 
schools. For the most part, however, understandings about the social nature of language and 
literacy have still not been taken into account in language education policy documents and 
curricula. 
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Moje and Luke (2009) explain how “recognizing literacy practices as social has led many 
theorists to recognize that people’s identities mediate and are mediated by the texts they read, 
write and talk about (Lewis & del Valle, 2009; McCarthey, 2001; McCarthey & Moje, 2002)” (p. 
2). For example, in McCarthey’s (2001) exploration of the role of literacy and curriculum in the 
identity construction of fifth grade students, she found that there was only coherence of literate 
identity perspectives (between themselves and others) for about half the students, that literacy 
mattered more in the identities of some students than others, and that the curriculum influenced 
students’ identity construction in unexpected ways. Finders (1997) also described how the texts 
the middle school girls she worked with were used as tools for enacting identities in social 
settings, and Lin (2008) explained how identity labels ascribed to student readers and writers in 
schools (e.g., struggling, proficient, creative, deviant) can be used to stereotype, privilege, or 
marginalize students. Such work has helped us understand how literate identities, in addition to 
literate practices, develop through participation in communities of social practices (Rogoff, 1994, 
2010; Wenger, 1998). In chapters 5 and 6, I explore how teachers position themselves and others 
as writers, the role of language in the production of identity (Bucholtz & Hall, 2006), and how 
identities develop over time (Wortham, 2005).  
Specifically, I use Bucholtz and Hall’s (2006) ‘tacits of intersubjectivity’ theory to 
examine how identity is carried out in social interactions over time. They argue that sameness 
and difference are not stable concepts; rather, it is “crucial to attend closely to speakers’ own 
understandings of identities, as revealed through ethnographic analysis of their pragmatic and 
metapragmatic actions” (p. 371). Their analytic lens calls for examining how speakers adequate 
and distinguish, authenticate and denaturalize, and authorize and illegitimate their identities in 
interaction (see chapter 6 for a full explanation). 
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Writing studies—a discipline that arose in the 1980s and whose history in the U.S. is tied 
to college composition and the process writing movement (Crowley, 1998)—was also informed 
by the social turn across fields. Prior (2003) notes that “between 1981 and 1983, David 
Bartholomae, Charles Bazerman, Patricia Bizzell, Shirley Brice Heath, and Martin Nystrand 
separately published texts that related interest in the social contexts of writing/literacy to some 
notion of community”  (p. 3). For example, Nystrand (1982), disputing the cognitive model of 
writing process put forth by Flower and Hayes, argued that the functionality of written language 
was “wholly circumscribed by the systemic relations…in the speech community of the writer” (p. 
17). In the 1980s, then, writing—like the broader concept of literacy—increasingly became 
understood as social and interactive. At the same time, doctoral programs in Rhetoric and 
Composition increased and research in writing flourished. Nystrand (2006) documents how, 
similar to literacy research, writing studies in the 1990s generally drew from sociocultural 
theories and became concerned with writing in situated contexts, especially outside of school. 
Ivanic (2004) marks this shift to the social with an interest in writing events (i.e., “observable 
characteristics of the immediate social context in which language is being used, including the 
purposes for language use, the social interaction, the particulars of time and place”, p. 223), as 
evidenced by genre research (by which she means the line of work in the UK building on 
Halliday; see Martin, 1989), and New Literacy Studies (see Barton, 1994; Gee, 1992; Street, 
2003) focused on the social practices involved in writing and learning to write. 
New Literacy Studies researchers recognize multiple literacies, view literacy as culturally 
situated, and employ an ideological model of literacy, which Street (2003) describes as an 
understanding that literacy is a social practice that “is always contested, both its meaning and its 
practices, hence particular versions of it are always ‘ideological’, they are always rooted in a 
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particular world-view and in a desire for the view of literacy to dominate and to marginalize 
others” (pp. 77-78). Newer works by Kalmar (2001) on the ways Latino migrants help each other 
write English as it sounds, Lankshear and Knobel (2006) on the new social practices and 
literacies associated with the information technology revolution (which they argue are largely 
ignored in schools), and Hull and Schultz (2002) on out-of-school literacy practices, represent a 
range of work in this tradition. Hull and Schultz (2002) rightly point out that although public 
discourse about literacy has long been associated with schools, some of our most important 
educational research advances have come from out-of-school literacy studies. However, today, 
particularly as distributed theories of learning gain popularity (Hutchins, 1995), as well as 
studies of new literacies and technologies (Adami, 2009; Black, 2009; Lankshear & Knobel, 
2006; Lam, 2009), distinctions between in- and out-of-school studies are becoming less clear.  
Some research has focused on expanding the literacy as social practice model to account 
for non-human agents (Hanks, 1990) and for dispersion across times and contexts (Silverstein, 
2005). For example, Brandt and Clinton (2002) argue that situated models are hyper-localized, 
over-attend to the agency of human actors, and under-attend to materiality and the power of 
literacy as an actor itself. They argue for studies of literacy-in-action that allow us to account for 
both human and non-human agents. Similarly, Prior and Shipka (2003) suggest that we focus on 
literate activity, meaning “the dispersed, fluid chains of places, times, people, and artifacts that 
come to be tied together in trajectories of literate action along with the ways multiple activity 
footings are held and managed” (p. 280). Building on this work, Prior and Hengst (2010), argue 
for a “dialogic approach to semiotic practices-in-the-world” (p. 1). Semiotic remediation, they 
contend, “draws attention to the ‘diverse ways that humans’ and nonhumans’ semiotic 
performances (historical or imagined) are re-represented and reused across modes, media, and 
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chains of activity” (Prior, Hengst, Roozen, & Shipka, 2006, p. 734). In other words, today 
literacy is becoming recognized as distributed across persons, time, tools and activities (Rogoff, 
2003; Vygotsky, 1978; Wertsch, 1991), and methods to study literate activity are shifting 
accordingly.  
Although I began this study with a focus on in- versus out-of-school practices, I 
ultimately opted for a focus on everyday and professional practices instead because it was 
difficult to bound school activities. For example, when the case study teachers were writing 
about their professions at the National Writing Project, a professional development experience 
often sponsored in part by their school, was this purely an out-of-school writing experience? 
When they updated their personal blogs during their lunch breaks at school was this an in-school 
activity? The profound blurring of many of the teachers’ professional and everyday lives in their 
writing and their teaching led me to re-envision my initial focus on site-specific practices as a 
study of participation across diverse practices. Particularly in online studies of adolescents’ 
online writing, including fan fiction writing and instant messaging (Black, 2009; Lam, 2009), 
researchers are making similar methodological moves to address the distributed processes 
involved in writing. 
Teaching as social practice. Terms like “best practices,” “evidence-based practice,” 
“teacher quality,” and “highly qualified teachers” have dominated public conversations about 
teaching since I began my career as an literacy teacher in 2004, only three years after the 
implementation of No Child Left Behind, a law which “bears all the marks of technical-
rationalism” (Ogawa, 2005, p. 91; see also Lemke, 2002). These ideas about teacher practice 
seem ideologically similar to the autonomous model of literacy described in the last section in 
the ways they posit teacher practice as a set of transferable skills and actions. For example, 
    
15 
Desimone (2009) and Guskey (2002) have suggested professional development frameworks that 
represent differing understandings of the process and sequence of teacher change, but both 
include links between the same factors. Desimone’s (2009) model uses bidirectional links 
between the following four areas: (1) core features of professional development (i.e., a content 
focus, active learning, coherence, duration, and collective participation), (2) increased teacher 
knowledge and skills/changes in attitudes, and beliefs, (3) change in instruction, and (4) 
improved student learning. Guskey’s model of teacher learning uses a more linear sequence 
moving from: (1) professional development, to (2) change in teachers’ classroom practices, to 
(3) change in student learning outcomes, and ultimately to (4) change in teachers’ beliefs and 
attitudes. These popular theories of teacher practice assume some linearity in learning processes, 
and relative stability of teacher beliefs and actions. The models do not pay much attention to 
teachers’ histories, or to the competing ideologies coming to bear in particular classrooms at any 
given moment.   
The ways Guskey (2002) and Desimone (2009) use the term teacher practice also 
highlight how the concept is often instantiated differently—in a very narrow sense or in 
unarticulated ways—in public discourse and current research on teaching. On the one hand, 
Guskey describes teacher practices as explicit instructional strategies or actions, giving examples 
such as “a new instructional approach, the use of new materials or curricula, or simply a 
modification in teaching procedures or classroom format” (p. 383). This narrow view of practice 
allows researchers to look carefully at particular actions, but fails to acknowledge the ideological 
and contextual aspects of practice, and thus reifies the notion of practice as simply a set of skills. 
It also lacks attention to the implicit dimensions of practice central to Bourdieu’s (1977) habitus, 
or “the transposable, durable system of dispositions that functions as structuring structures, that 
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is, as principles of the generation and structuring of practice” (p. 72). Bourdieu claimed that we 
cannot understand human action as cognitive and voluntary, or as simple reactions to a stimulus 
(i.e., habits). Polkinghorne (2004) argues that Bourdieu tends to overemphasize the 
nondeliberative, unconscious nature of practice (e.g., his description of habitus as a 
conductorless orchestra), and de Certeau (1988) says that habitus is an “assumed reality” (p. 58) 
that allows researchers to avoid studying the actual tactics people employ in their actions. 
However, when observing actions to understand how teachers function in the world, conceptions 
of practice must account for both the deliberate and non-deliberate aspects of practice (often 
attributed to agency and structure, respectively).  
On the other hand, Desimone (2009) never explicitly addresses what practice means. She 
writes that “teachers experience a vast range of activities and interactions that may increase their 
knowledge and skills and improve their teaching practice” (p. 182). Although it seems that she 
takes a broader definition of practice, it is unclear if her conception of practice refers to explicit 
actions and skills like Guskey or to a social practice definition. These types of naturalization are 
problematic because the ways teacher practice “gets adopted at times falls into the trap of 
reification” and determinism (Street, 2000, p. 19). If teacher practice is either reduced to a set of 
actions or treated in a generic and vague manner, we may fail to recognize it as a dialogic 
negotiation of complexity. In other words, when the diverse, particular, historical, and often 
conflicting streams of social practices that come together in teacher practice are not 
acknowledged, they are susceptible to being dismissed and obscured.  
In the excerpt at the beginning for this chapter, Spillane and Miele (2007) describe how, 
although practice has been ideologically naturalized within many conversations about education, 
it “actually refers to the complicated pattern of behavior that emerges from people’s actions with 
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each other and with their social situation over time (Bourdieu, 1981)” (pp. 58-59). Similar 
understandings of practice, which—taking a cue from Britzman (1991)—I call dialogic (see 
Bakhtin, 1986; Freire, 1970), are evident in fields like developmental cultural psychology, 
sociolinguistics, and literacy studies. For example, Miller and Goodnow (1995) describe cultural 
practices as recurrent everyday events that “come packed with values about what is natural, 
mature, morally right, or aesthetically pleasing.” Scollon (2001) describes the nexus of practice 
as a broad “system of representation” of actions, thoughts and values. Street (1993) claims that 
practices are not observable units of behavior since they involve values, attitudes, feelings, and 
relationships (p. 12). All such researchers acknowledge the importance of identity, social 
position, ideology, and context (both physical and ethnographic) in understanding social practice 
(Dyson & Genishi, 2005).   
Some studies of teacher practice employ this type of dialogic perspective and highlight 
teachers’ contradictory realities, particularly those that look at the development of those learning 
to teach (Alsup, 2006; Britzman, 1991) and variations in decision making from pre-service to 
teaching settings (Grossman, Smagorinsky, & Valencia, 1999; Hebard, 2010; McQuitty, 2012; 
Newell, Gingrich, & Beumer, 2001). Britzman’s (1991) description of teaching from a dialogic 
perspective, in which she draws on the theories of Bakhtin and Freire, claims that student 
teachers struggle between two kinds of ideological practice—concrete practice and symbolic 
practice, and that: 
Within a dialogic understanding, teaching can be reconceptualized as a struggle for voice 
and discursive practices amid a cacophony of past and present voices, lived experiences, 
and available practices.  The tensions among what has preceded, what is confronted, and 
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what one desires shape the contradictory realities of learning to teach.  Learning to teach 
is a social process of negotiation…(p. 8) 
 Gee (1992) also believes that we participate in multiple—and often conflicting— 
discourse communities (p. 108), and some researchers have attended specifically to the tensions 
experienced by teachers. For example, in Alsup’s (2006) study of how six pre-service teachers 
expressed their developing identities, she found that the student teachers articulated three major 
tensions—between their student and teacher selves, between their personal beliefs and 
professional expectations, and between their university ideologies and practical ones. Their 
borderland discourses (i.e., narratives about how they negotiated the space between conflicting 
Discourses) were the most transformative in their identity development, whereas unresolved 
tensions between their discordant subjectivities and associated ideologies lessened their chance 
of developing satisfying professional identities. In Grossman, Smagorinsky, and Valencia’s 
(1999) longitudinal study of teacher learning across different settings that comprise teacher 
education, they tried to understand why some first-year teachers employed the writers workshop 
approach advocated in their preservice program and others did not. They found that both the 
social contexts for learning (e.g., the culture of the school, the culture of the pre-service 
program) and individual characteristics of the learner (e.g., apprenticeship of observation, 
personal goals and expectations, knowledge and beliefs about content) affected the tools teachers 
appropriated across contexts. In Newell, Gingrich, and Johnson’s (2001) exploration of the 
tensions nine student teachers faced applying theoretical tools into practice, they found that 
“several contexts or activity settings both shaped and complicated the appropriation process, 
including undergraduate experiences with and prior beliefs about English as a school subject, the 
preservice methods courses, field work prior to student teaching, and the classroom context for 
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student teaching” (p. 302). The more aligned their activity settings were, the easier appropriation 
was. Hebard (2010), in a comparative case study of two teacher education programs and their 
graduates across preservice and teaching settings, documented the conceptual and pedagogical 
tools teachers appropriated from their methods courses, placement settings, and curricular 
resources; she found that characteristics of the pre-service program remained stable and informed 
teacher decision-making and that curricular resources were powerful mediators of teacher 
learning. In McQuitty’s  (2012) case study of one teacher moving from preservice to teaching, 
she similarly found that “the teacher’s understanding of writing instruction emerged through 
interactions between systems as she reproduced and recombined the ideas, values, goals, and 
activities she encountered within her undergraduate and graduate courses, her school district, and 
her sixth grade classroom (p. 358).” One advantage of a dialogic perspective on teaching, then, is 
that it helps us attend to the multiple tensions teachers experience between varied contexts over 
time. Research from this perspective helps highlight teaching as a social practice developed over 
time through various interactions, rather than positioning teaching as a set of skills to master. 
Teachers as Writers 
As a social practice advocated by writing-focused teacher professional development 
movements like the National Writing Project and Writing Across the Curriculum, teacher writing 
has the potential to bring together conversations about literacy practice and teacher practice. The 
notion that “writing teachers must write” (National Writing Project & Nagin, 2006), for example, 
has been a cornerstone of the process writing movement for over forty years.  However, research 
has rarely focused on both writing and teaching or moved beyond institutional settings.   
In 1968, in his seminal text A Writer Teaches Writing, Donald Murray wrote that “the 
most convincing technique…is for you to write with the student. The writing teacher cannot 
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afford to hide behind the myth of his own good writing. He should do assignments with the 
student and have his own paper dittoed and criticized by the class” (p. 21). Emig (1983) similarly 
called for teachers to engage in writing:  
Frequent, inescapable opportunities for composing for all teachers of writing, especially 
in reflexive writing, such as diaries and journals [are needed]. For teachers at all levels, 
given the mysterious nature of learning and teaching, surely some value will adhere to 
having their own experiences shaped into words for pondering, perhaps into meaning and 
illumination. Perhaps their students will gain benefits as well, as the result of such teacher 
training. Perhaps teachers will abandon the unimodal approach to writing to show far 
greater generosity in the width of writing invitations they extend to all students. (p. 95) 
Emig’s work, along with the work of scholars and teachers like Donald Murray, Donald Graves, 
and Peter Elbow, was contrasted to current-traditional pedagogy that: 
…focused on texts other than those composed by student, ignored the discovery process, 
insisted that students compose only one draft of each assignment, confined student 
writing to certain forms or genres of discourse, gave prominent attention to mechanics, 
did not allow sufficient time for composing to occur, graded every paper, and forced 
every student to follow the same absolute rules. (Crowley, 1998, p. 188) 
Their scholarship helped give voice to the process writing movement, which advocates 
student-centered writing on topics of choice coupled with authentic writing purposes; it, arguably, 
privileges expressive writing (Crowley, 1998). Today, writer workshop advocates like Lucy 
Calkins, Nancie Atwell, and Penny Kittle continue to argue that to teach writing effectively 
teachers should understand how writers write and practice writing themselves. 
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 Also since the 1970s, teacher writing has been a common component of professional 
development at both the National Writing Project (NWP) Summer Institutes and Writing Across 
the Curriculum (WAC) faculty workshops. The National Writing Project, a premier network of 
university-school professional development collaboratives focused on improving writing and 
learning for k-12 students since 1974, requires “one form of participation above all others . . . at 
NWP staff development:  writing teachers must write. This expectation grounds NWP in-service 
in the actual practice of writing” (NWP & Nagin, 2006, p. 65). Similarly, the university-based 
WAC movement, which promotes writing to learn and the distribution of writing instruction 
across specialized disciplines outside of English departments, began in the United States in the 
1970s and features teacher writing in many faculty workshops (McLeod, 1995; Shea, McAleer 
Balkun, Nolan, Saccoman, & Wright, 2006). Recently, even the National Commission on 
Writing (2003) recommended that professional development should be designed to help teachers 
develop as writers (p. 5).   
Advocates of teacher writing, then, come from a variety of fields, most notably scholars 
and teachers interested in writing processes and writers workshop pedagogy (Calkins, 1994; 
Elbow, 1998; Graves, 1989; Kittle, 2008; Murray, 1968), the NWP (Gray, 2000; Lieberman & 
Wood, 2003; NWP & Nagin, 2006; Perl & Wilson, 1998; Sunstein, 1994; Whitney, 2008), WAC 
(Anson, 2002), teacher research/publication (Bissex & Bullock, 1987; Cochran-Smith & Lytle, 
1992; Dahl, 1992; Fecho, 2003; Goswami & Stillman, 1986;  Hatch, 2005), and teacher identity 
(Cremin & Baker, 2010; McKinney & Giorgis, 2009). Due to the multiple dispositions of authors 
in the field, a number of different stances on teacher writing have been put forth (see Dawson, 
2011). Various advocates focus on teacher writing: as a way to concentrate on writing activities 
rather than evaluation (e.g., Murray), as an instructional strategy (e.g., Atwell, Graves), as 
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reflection (e.g., Emig, Root & Steinberg), as participation in the profession (e.g., Bissex & 
Bullock, Dahl), and as a personal experience (e.g., Dawson). In this study, I am most interested 
in exploring the instructional benefits of teacher writing, which has only been the topic of a few 
empirical studies (Brooks, 2007; Gleeson & Prain, 1996; Robbins, 1990; Thornton, 2010). 
Generally, researchers agree that teacher writers feel empowered to enter professional 
conversations about teaching writing, take time to reflect on their teaching and writing, and have 
an increased understanding of writing processes (Dahl, 1992; Gillespie, 1991; McKinney & 
Giorgis, 2009; Whitney, 2008). Dawson (2011) summarizes these ideas and claims that the 
literature agrees on “three primary reasons K-12 English Language Arts teachers are encouraged 
to write:  to enrich and inform their teaching of writing, to participate in and shape public 
discussions about teaching, and to enrich their own lives” (p. 11). 
 However, teacher writing has also been a contested topic, perhaps due to evolving 
understandings of what writing is and who writers are, and a lack of empirical research 
connecting teachers’ writing and instruction. For example, in the early 1990s, Karen Jost—a high 
school English teacher—voiced her concerns in English Journal about numerous calls to help 
teachers develop as writers. Jost (1990) articulated a stance that writing was “neither a realistic 
nor a professionally advantageous avocation” for k-12 teachers (p. 66). Her arguments—which 
stated that most real teachers do not write regularly, that writing is not a part of teachers’ careers 
like it is for academics, and that there is no time in teachers’ schedules for daily writing and 
reflection—were debated at length (Christenbury, 1990; Jost, 1990; Krest, 1990; “Rebuttal: Why 
Writing Teachers Should,” 1990; Robbins, 1992; “The Round Table: Should Writing Teachers 
Write,” 1991), and reflect widely held understandings of writing as formally published work and 
writers as career professionals. In case studies of twelve high school English teachers, Robbins 
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(1990) similarly found that most teachers who engaged in personally meaningful writing 
considered themselves non-writers. These narrow ideas about writing, espoused by practitioners 
and researchers alike, contrast greatly with evolving conceptions of writing brought about 
because, as Yancey (2009) writes, “in the 21st century people write as never before—in print and 
online” (p. 1). 
 Today, our field and our society are grappling with—and sometimes broadening—our 
ideas about writing and writers.  On the National Council of Teachers of English’s (NCTE) 
National Day on Writing website, for example, it says: 
Whether we call it texting, IMing, jotting a note, writing a letter, posting an email, 
blogging, making a video, building an electronic presentation, composing a memo, 
keeping a diary, or just pulling together a report, Americans are writing like never before.  
Recent research suggests that writing, it its many forms, has become a daily practice for 
millions of Americans.  It may be the quintessential 21st century skill.  By collecting a 
cross-section of everyday writing through a National Gallery of Writing, we will better 
understand what matters to writers today—and when writing really counts.  
Understanding who writes, when, how, to whom, and for what purposes, will lead to 
production of improved resources for writers, better strategies to nurture and celebrate 
writers, and improved policy to support writing. 
(http://galleryofwriting.org/about_ncte.php, 11/7/11) 
Although this sentiment does not adequately acknowledge the wide range of writing that 
occurred before the creation of the internet and personal computing technologies (see Baron, 
2009), it is undeniable that writing and audiences are more accessible than ever before, and such 
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work has the potential to help teachers and teacher educators think about writing and writers in 
new ways.   
 However, deeply rooted ideas remain about writing as an official task that only some 
people have the authority to undertake. The very idea of ‘teacher writing’ acknowledges only 
more formal types of writing and denies the fact that all teachers write a variety of professional 
(e.g., lesson plans, worksheets, report card comments, correspondence with parents and 
colleagues) and personal (e.g., e-mails, Facebook updates, to do lists) texts daily.  In 2007, 
Brooks completed a case study of 4 fourth-grade teachers who “considered themselves to be 
competent readers and writers” and found that the teachers in his study read and wrote different 
materials for different purposes, and their interests and responsibilities often guided or dictated 
the types of readers and writers they were. “For example” he wrote, “when [the teachers] were in 
college, most of their reading and writing was tied to coursework. Those with small children at 
home read and wrote with their children but found little or no time for their own reading and 
writing.” He went on to ask: 
Do authors such as Graves, Hansen, and Routman believe that teachers must be certain 
kinds of readers and writers to be deemed “teachers who read and write?”  Do teachers 
need to read and write every day, in and outside of school?  Are teachers who read 
children’s literature necessarily better teachers of reading than are teachers who read John 
Grisham, People magazine, professional education journals, or texts that their students 
write?  Are teachers who publish research articles necessarily better teachers of writing 
than are those who write e-mails to friends, new curricula for their school district, or texts 
in front of their students? (p. 190) 
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Perhaps calls to develop teacher writers refer to writers as published authors who write 
official types of texts, or perhaps they mean that writers engage deliberately in personally 
meaningful long-term writing projects and communities. I suspect they mean the latter, but 
without consensus on what it means to write or to be a writer, advocating that teachers develop 
as writers risks promoting simplistic and misleading understandings of writing and writers.   
Debates about teacher writing have not just focused on whether teachers should write; 
they have also focused on what teachers should write during professional development 
experiences (e.g., personal or professional texts; see Bartholomae, 1995; Root & Steinberg, 
1996; Whitney, 2009), and on the identity- and practice-based tensions of teacher writers 
(Brooks, 2007; Cremin & Baker, 2010; McKinney & Giorgis, 2009; Robbins, 1996; Thornton, 
2010). On its surface, at least—the notion that “writing teachers must write” seems to assume 
that writing is a homogenous and transferable activity that is the similar for most writers and 
across instructional settings. Although, to me, the most interesting lines of research on teacher 
writers have focused on these ideological and practical disjunctures (see Brooks, 2007; Robbins 
1996, Thornton, 2010; Whitney 2009), most accounts of teacher writers tend to focus on 
experienced writers and professional development programs (see Dawson, 2011). Specifically, 
little research has taken place in teachers’ classrooms. Walker (1990) argued that “I know of no 
research showing that students write any better in the classes of teachers who ‘write’, whatever 
we mean by that, than in those of teachers who do not” (Rebuttal, Why Writing Teachers Should, 
p. 28). In addition to the problem of identifying what we mean by teachers who ‘write,’ 
evaluating student writing has been a notoriously difficult task. Over twenty years later, a similar sentiment was reflected in a discussion on the WAC listserv entitled “Does teaching improvement follow writing improvement?,” which began with this query: 
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…We’ve intuitively felt that when faculty members improve their writing, their teaching 
of writing can also improve.  We’d like to see what the research literature says about this.  
Are you aware of any research on this topic?  And do you know of others who might be 
familiar with research on this topic?  Do any of you know of research on the correlation 
between improved writing and improved teaching of writing?  It makes sense but is there 
any data to support this idea? (Hendengren, June 9, 2011) 
The listserv members—including university writing coordinators, chairs of English 
departments, and other teachers and researchers of writing—went on to suggest writings by 
Donald Murray, and more generally from the National Writing Project, but concluded that most 
of the data connecting teacher writing and instruction was anecdotal rather than empirical, and 
that a variety of factors (e.g., the difficulties of measuring improvement in writing, the inability 
to attribute NWP’s success to writing experiences rather than some other factor) made it difficult 
to answer the questions of if and how teacher writing and instruction related to each other.    
 The conversation about teacher writers, then, is not new but remains relevant today 
because interests in writing instruction, which has traditionally received less attention than 
reading instruction, is growing in the twenty-first century, and because—as the WAC listserv 
discussion demonstrates—teachers, researchers, and writers continue to question how writing 
relates to instruction.  
Theoretical Frame: Trajectories of Participation 
In Scollon’s (2001) theory of mediated discourse, where he attempts to understand how 
discourse plays a role in social action, he suggests the terms practices (as a count noun) to focus 
on concrete actions (e.g., handing, counting), and the term nexus of practice for a constellation of 
repeatedly linked discursive and non-discursive practices over time (e.g., getting coffee). His 
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concept of a nexus of practice is a particularly helpful one because it recognizes “social practice 
as social practices in the plural” (Scollon, 2001, p. 4), and highlights how a nexus of practice is 
unbounded and unfinalizable. Roozen (2009) describes how: 
…situating literate activity within a nexus of practice that links together multiple 
activities and domains foregrounds several key issues…it maps them [literate activities] 
into more extensive networks of circulation that link multiple sites of 
engagement…attends to the creative repurposing [and transformation] of literate 
practices and tools across activities…highlights the profoundly heterogeneous array of 
literate practices that are mediating action at any historical moment…and posits multiple 
and diverse forms of literate participation, rather than a single form…(pp. 140-141) 
 For example, in his study of a student’s trajectories of linkages between fan fiction and 
English studies, Roozen (2009) mapped literate activity across a nexus of practice by “paying 
particular attention to the repurposing of literate practices across activities, [and] the synergies 
and tensions that texture such interactions…” (p. 136). A similar move can be made to recognize 
teaching activity within a broad constellation, network, or nexus of practice. If teaching is not 
just one social practice, but a conglomeration of multiple practices, actors, and artifacts, then 
methodological moves must be made to trace “pathways and trajectories of texts, actions, 
practices, and objects, of people and communications across time and space and multiple modes” 
(Scollon, 2008, p. 241).    
I situate my understanding of teaching as a network of social practices—including literate 
practice—within a broad body of theoretical work that stems from Vygotsky (1978) and his 
interests in the mediation of human action with tools, and often brings together such accounts 
with theories of dialogic semiotics (Bakhtin, 1986; Voloshinov, 1973) and sociolinguistics 
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(Hymes, 1972). Such work may be variously characterized as sociocultural, sociohistorical, or 
cultural historical (see Ellis, Edwards, & Smagorinsky, 2010 for distinctions), and highlights 
how mediated social interactions are continuously and dynamically forming the social as well as 
mediating individual development and learning. In particular, concepts from cultural historical 
activity theory (CHAT) and actor network theory (ANT), as well as Bakhtin’s (1986) theory of 
dialogism, point to the need for studies of networks and trajectories.   
Although Vygotsky and Voloshinov both highlighted the historical nature of literacy and 
learning, Bakhtin’s theories of dialogical social semiotics are taken up more often to explore 
chains of concrete historical events. Bakhtin’s (1986) theory of dialogism posits that utterances, 
or the real “unit of speech communication” (p. 71), are “link(s) in a very complexly organized 
chain of other utterances” (p. 69), and that “all our utterances are filled with others’ words, 
varying degrees of ‘our-own-ness’…which we assimilate, rework, and reaccentuate” (p. 89). In 
other words, utterances are unfinalized dialogic opportunities for uptake that both respond to the 
past and anticipate the future. Studies of multivoiced discourses in schools (e.g., Lee, 2004; Moll, 
Amanti, Neff, & Gonzalez, 2001) and the unofficial literacies of youth in official literacy 
learning contexts (e.g., Dyson, 2006; Finders, 1997) highlight the dialogic nature of learning, as 
well as notions of appropriation and recontextualization.  
Cultural historical activity theory (CHAT), which builds on the work of both 
Bakhtin/Voloshinov and Vygotsky/Leont’ev, argues that “activity is situated in concrete 
interactions that are simultaneously improvised locally and mediated by [a broad range of] 
historically-provided tools and practices” (Prior, 2008, p. 3). The key unit of analysis is mediated 
activity, and language is viewed as a particularly powerful tool (Vygotsky, 1978). CHAT has 
been used to focus on individual and collective activity within a system (e.g., an educational 
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activity system), and specifically as a tool to encourage organizational change (Engestrom, 1993). 
However, Prior (2008) describes the “growing focus within activity theory on dispersed, loosely 
institutionalized, complexly networked, social activities (often associated with new information 
and communication technologies and globalization) that seem to lie at least partly outside of the 
more highly regulated and organized worlds of work, school, and government” (p 9). Teacher 
educators, in particular, have used CHAT concepts to look at teachers across primarily 
institutional contexts. For example, Grossman, Smagorinsky, and Valencia (1999) used activity 
theory in a longitudinal study of teacher learning across “the different settings that comprise 
teacher education [e.g., university courses and experiences in schools, sites for field observations, 
student teaching, initial job placemen’” (p. 3); Jaherie and Otteson (2010) similarly describe 
student teachers’ changing participations across spheres for learning during teacher education in 
an effort to “illuminate how student teachers become teachers” (p. 133); Ellis (2007), in his study 
of beginning English teachers’ concept formation and conceptual development, describes how 
“the settings of learning to teach mediate teachers’ conceptions of how to teach” (p. xii). 
Although I do not employ CHAT’s conceptual tools—a focus on actions, operations, activities, 
subjects, objects, and mediated tools—I do use activity theory’s focus on dispersed activities to 
understand teachers’ trajectories of participation across practices. 
 Closely related to cultural historical activity theory is work in distributed cognition 
(Hutchins, 1995; Latour, 2005). Latour’s studies of scientific practice (e.g., Latour & Woolgar, 
1979; Latour, 1987, 1999) led to his development of actor-network theory (ANT), which 
suggests a material-semiotic approach to understanding knowledge and relations. Specifically, 
Latour (2005) calls for researchers to “follow the actor,” and to recognize that face-to-face 
interactions are not isotopic (because what is acting at the same moment in any place is coming 
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from many other places, materials and actors), synchronic (because time is always folded; see 
also the concept of heterochronicity in Lemke, 2000, and Hutchins, 1995), synoptic (because 
multiple participants over the course of action are simultaneously visible), homogenous (because 
both human and non-human actors are associated and carry out the action), or isobaric (because 
varying pressures are exerted by different participants). In other words, Latour (2005) claims that 
it is impossible to “start anywhere that can be said to be ‘local’”(p. 202). Latour’s other 
contributions to CHAT include that he explicitly recognizes the agency of non-human actors 
(e.g., texts) and avoids attributing explanations to broadly ‘social’ factors. As I trace teachers’ 
actions across their chains of literate and pedagogical activities—crossing both physical and 
broader contexts—I try to keep Latour’s mantra to “follow the actor” in mind, to attend 
particularly to the role of language as a mediating tool, and to closely observe how teachers’ 
actions come together and are disrupted in order to acknowledge their complexity and 
heterogeneity. 
Numerous researchers across related fields have focused on trajectories and 
recontextualization or remediation in some form—of popular culture in children’s writing 
(Dyson, 1997), funds of household knowledge used in schools (Moll, Amanti, Neff, & Gonzalez, 
1992), school to work literate activities (Beaufort, 2007; Russell & Yanez, 2003), teacher 
identities (Alsup, 2006; Richmond, Juzwik, Steele, 2011) and practices across institutional 
contexts (Britzman, 1991; Ellis, 2007), literate or textual activities (Prior, 1998; Roozen, 2009), 
discourses (Scollon, 2001), and  participation (Dreier, 1999).  
Dreier (1999) calls for studies of trajectories of participation in order to acknowledge 
that subjects are always already involved in social practice, situated in local contexts of social 
practice, and their participation is a partial and particular aspect of social practice. In other words, 
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as we participate in heterogeneous social contexts and practices, we exhibit complex 
subjectivities. Lave and Wenger (1991) and Rogoff (2003) similarly argue that individuals 
develop through changing participation in the various activities of their communities. As this 
happens, social practices change and develop as well (Lave & Wenger, 1991). Although I 
hesitate to use the word trajectories for fear that it will be understood as some kind of linear 
sequencing, like descriptions of novices becoming experts (Lave & Wenger, 1991) or students 
becoming teachers, I think it is well-suited to think about interaction over time and across 
activities, as well as the concepts of recontextualization or remediation and disruption. In studies 
of trajectories, many researchers focus on connections and tensions. 
Prior (2008) documents how Vygotsky, Luria, and Latour all “settled on genesis and 
disruption as key for researchers and participants to become aware of how things come together. 
Looking at things-as-they-are-made or things-as-they-are disrupted allows for an understanding 
of how a network has been composed and hardened” (pp. 4-5). Alsup’s (2006) argument for 
studying the borderland discourses of teachers (i.e., their narratives about how they negotiated 
the space between conflicting Discourses), as well as Britzman’s (1991) attention to the 
contradictory realities of teachers, point to similar understandings—particularly about the 
importance of attending to teaching-as-it-is-made and -disrupted—by others interested in 
teaching and the work of teachers. In chapter 3, I will describe how and why I closely observe 
how teachers’ activities come together and are disrupted, as I cross both physical and broader 
contexts to trace the focal teachers’ trajectories or chains of participation across activities. 
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 CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 
Because I sought to understand teachers’ participation across complex structures of social 
practice, qualitative inquiry, which focuses on the situated meaning perspectives of actors in 
particular historical and cultural contexts (Erikson, 1986), was an appropriate choice for this 
study. Bogdan and Biklen (2003) explain the general theoretical position of qualitative 
methodology: 
The qualitative researchers’ goal is to better understand human behavior and experience.  
They seek to grasp the processes by which people construct meaning and to describe 
what those meanings are. They use empirical observation because it is with concrete 
incidents of human behavior that investigators can think more clearly and deeply about 
the human condition. (p. 43)   
They further describe five features of qualitative research, it is: naturalistic, descriptive, 
concerned with process, inductive, and interested in meaning. My study was consistent with each 
of these features, and a multiple case study approach allowed me to attend to the complexity of 
teachers’ perspectives, which sheds light on the processes of teaching writing.   
Yin (2009) describes how “the distinctive need for case studies arises out of the desire to 
understand complex social phenomena” (p. 4). Similarly, Dyson and Genishi (2005) explain that: 
It is the messy complexity of human experience that leads researchers to case studies in 
the qualitative or interpretive tradition (Erickson, 1986). They identify a social unit, for 
example, a person, a group, a place or activity, or some combination of those units…That 
unit becomes a case of something, of some phenomenon.  (p. 3) 
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In this study, the social units—writing teachers—become a case of the social and 
language processes through which writing instruction is enacted. Although my original vision for 
this dissertation changed, I ultimately engaged in multiple case study research of six k-16 
teachers over the course of three years, using qualitative observational and interview methods 
with goals of testing the theory that “writing teachers must write” and building theory related to 
teacher practice (Yin, 2009). I initially intended to build on two pilot studies of a middle school 
and college composition teacher (Lisa and Alice) working with their writing groups and teaching 
writing by selecting four teachers to work with who participated together in the Summer Institute 
of the local National Writing Project (NWP). I hoped to observe those teachers at the Summer 
Institute, and then follow them into their classrooms and various writing sites. The issue became 
that the two focal elementary teachers—Hannah and Samantha—were not writing much outside 
of school after the Summer Institute, and the two high school teachers—Annette and Aaron—
wrote blogs online. So, there were few opportunities for observations outside of school during 
the school year, where I could see the teachers collaborating on writing. I decided to incorporate 
my pilot studies into this dissertation because looking across all six cases allowed me to ground 
the studies in observations (rather than just interviews) of teaching and writing across 
institutional and non-institutional settings. 
Of course, in “multicase research, the cases need to be similar in some ways” (Stake, 
2006, p. 1). All six focal teachers in these cases participated in writing groups—either on their 
own or through the National Writing Project, taught whole-class writing instruction (rather than 
pulling students out in small groups or focusing primarily on reading), and were very interested 
in the teaching of writing. The research questions, again, were:   
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• How does teachers’ participation across everyday and school writing practices 
inform the development of their practices and identities?  
• What connections exist between teachers’ participation in everyday and school 
writing practices? 
• What tensions exist between teachers’ participation in everyday and school 
writing practices? 
Participant Selection 
Richer descriptions of the teachers, their schools, and writing will be given in the case 
studies presented in chapter four. However, I give a brief introduction to each participant here, 
ordered chronologically by study, and then by grade level (see Table 1). 
 NAME SCHOOL & 
STUDENT 
DEMOGRAPHICS 
GRADE & 
SUBJECT AREA 
CAREER 
STAGE 
PRIMARY 
WRITING FOCUS 
Lisa MS 1 
88% Hispanic 
10% Black 
1% White 
1% Asian 
92% Low Income 
36% LEP 
7th Grade ELA Early-career 
Entering 7th year 
teaching 
Creative writing  
C
as
e 
St
ud
ie
s 1
 a
nd
 2
 
Alice Middle University 
55% White 
15.3% Asian 
13.2% Foreign 
7.4% Hispanic 
5.5% Black 
3.4% Other 
(College) First 
Year Composition 
Early-career 
Entering 2nd year  
teaching 
Academic writing 
for PhD 
Hannah Mid-career 
Entering 14th year 
teaching; 2nd year in 
early elementary 
Mentor text writing 
for students 
Samantha 
Garvey Elementary 
57.4% Black 
25.5% Asian 
9.7% White 
3.7% Multiracial 
2.7% Hispanic 
1% American Indian  
86% Low Income 
1st Grade ESL 
 
Late-career 
Entering 18th year 
teaching 
 
Narrative writing at 
NWP SI; Academic 
writing for Masters 
degree (ESL) 
Aaron Tech High 
49% White 
39.5% Black 
5.5% Hispanic 
4.3% Multiracial 
1.3% Asian 
0.3% American Indian 
60% Low Income 
10th Grade English 
(team teaching with social 
studies teacher) 
Early-career 
Entering 2nd year as full-
time teacher 
Teaching blog and 
Twitter account; 
Academic writing 
for Masters degree 
(administration) 
C
as
e 
St
ud
ie
s 3
-6
: N
at
io
na
l W
rit
in
g 
Pr
oj
ec
t t
ea
ch
er
s 
Annette College Prep High 10th Grade Late-career Narrative writing at 
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 63% White 
26% Asian   
5% Black 
5% Hispanic 
1% American Indian 
No Low Income Data 
English Entering 16th year 
teaching 
NWP SI; Craft blog 
and class blog; 
Letter Writing 
Alliance 
Table 1 (cont.). Overview of the case study teachers. 
 
Case study one: Lisa. I recruited Lisa for the first case study because she was involved 
in a creative writing group outside of school, and was a teacher I had worked closely with at MS 
1 in New York City who agreed to allow me access to her teaching and writing. At the time of 
the study, Lisa (a White female) was a seventh-year urban public school eighth grade literacy 
teacher. She worked at an expanding small public school in Washington Heights, a primarily 
Dominican and Puerto Rican neighborhood, serving 424 students, with class sizes that averaged 
about 25 students. The student ethnicity breakdown was 88% Hispanic, 10% Black, 1% White, 
and 1% Asian. 92% of students received free or reduced lunch and 36% were classified Limited 
English Proficient. Lisa served as the lead teacher on the school’s new Writing Curriculum 
Committee, which was developing a writing curriculum to supplement Calkins’ (2006) Units of 
Study. Throughout her career at the school, she participated in extensive school-sponsored 
professional development for implementation of the Units of Study. 
Lisa paid to take a creative writing class in 2009, and afterwards continued meeting with 
her instructor, Will, and started her own creative writing group. I observed Lisa during the spring 
2010 semester teaching historical fiction and poetry writing units to one of her eighth grade 
English Language Arts classes, and meeting with her personal writing instructor and creative 
writing group in coffee shops. Lisa expressed interests in eventually applying to MFA programs 
in creative writing and teaching writing at the college level.  
Case study two: Alice. I similarly recruited Alice for the second case study because she 
did a lot of writing outside of school, and was a teacher I worked closely with in the university 
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setting who agreed to allow me access to her teaching and writing. Alice, a White female, was a 
second-year freshman composition instructor and third-year doctoral student in an English 
program at a large Midwestern university. We were both involved in the Writing Studies 
doctoral program, and worked together in an academic writing group. Alice and I met before we 
even entered the program in 2009 at a recruitment visit to another campus. 
Alice was starting her second year as a Rhet 105 instructor, and implementing Wardle 
and Downs’ (2011) Writing About Writing curriculum for the first time. For the university’s 
freshman class, the group Alice taught in her Rhet 105 class, students self-identified as: 5.5% 
African American, 15.3% Asian, 7.4% Hispanic, 55% White, 13.2% Foreign, and 3.4% 
Other/Unknown. After obtaining her degree, Alice intended to work as a tenure-track professor 
in a Writing Studies position, and was involved in a wide variety of academic writing pursuits at 
the time of the study. I observed her during the fall 2011 semester across multiple sites—
teaching composition in her Rhet 105 classroom, meeting with students one-on-one during office 
hours, practicing for her special fields exam with fellow graduate students, and meeting with our 
academic writing group at the public library or local coffee shops.  
Case studies three, four, five, and six: Hannah, Samantha, Aaron, and Annette. For 
these embedded case studies, I selected the National Writing Project Summer Institute as my 
initial observation site because of its rich history developing a community of teacher writers 
(Gray, 2000), and because it provided an observable shared writing context for teachers. I 
wanted to recruit four focal teachers who wrote together in this professional setting, and shared 
an interest in teaching writing.  
The National Writing Project Summer Institute. The core principles of the National 
Writing Project (NWP) include: teachers at every level are agents of reform; writing should be 
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taught at every grade level; knowledge about teaching writing comes from many sources; there is 
no right approach to teaching writing; and teachers who are well informed and effective in their 
practice can be successful teacher-leaders who reform education (NWP & Nagin, 2010). NWP’s 
network of sites, anchored at colleges and universities, provides a variety of professional 
development opportunities for teachers, generates research, and develops resources based on 
these principles. Each local site hosts an invitational summer institute, and the teacher-leaders 
who complete the program develop customized in-services for local schools. The NWP requires 
“one form of participation above all others . . . at NWP staff development:  writing teachers must 
write” (p. 65). James Gray (2000), who developed the National Writing Project in 1974, explains 
the significance of “the community of writers that is integral to the summer institute:”   
I was surprised and a bit bewildered when the teachers would rate their own experience 
in writing as the most important part of summer institute….Given the chance to spend the 
summer writing, free to write about whatever topic they want, and helped and guided by 
their writing group peers, teachers become writers. They rise to a new level:  when they 
leave the institute they’re teachers of writing who are also writers. They have 
experienced writing as a process. (p. 85) 
The local NWP Summer Institute was established in 2008 and predominantly features 
digital composition. During a typical day at the Summer Institute, participants wrote, gave and 
responded to teacher demonstrations, met in writing or reading groups, and composed digital 
texts ranging from videos to online portfolios. Because I previously participated in the Summer 
Institute and wanted to develop relationships with my focal participants to facilitate entry into 
their classrooms, I engaged in the Summer Institute as a participant observer (Erikson, 1986). I 
participated in all activities as a fellow writing teacher, and offered support with digital 
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composition when needed. Due to my familiarity with the Summer Institute site and leaders, the 
teachers tended to see me as someone between the teacher-leaders who also previously 
participated in the Institute and ran the activities, and the participants, who were experiencing 
them for the first time.  
To select focal teachers from the Summer Institute, I first invited all thirteen teachers to 
participate in initial interviews before the Summer Institute, and collected and read their 
application materials. Afterwards, I created criteria for the selection of focal teachers, including: 
teachers who would be teaching whole class k-college writing at least two times per week in the 
fall (rather than pull-out classes, for example), and were interested in being involved in the study. 
Five participants fit these criteria, and I selected the four focal participants (Hannah, Samantha, 
Aaron, and Annette) for practical and philosophical reasons—primarily, to create a mix of 
elementary and secondary teachers, and to represent a range of personal writing and instructional 
experiences (see Table 2). I focused my observations at the Summer Institute on these teachers’ 
writing groups and teaching demonstrations. Three of the focal teachers (Hannah, Samantha, and 
Aaron, along with me and Maya, who is not featured in this study because she did not teach the 
following year) participated in a writing group together at the Summer Institute. Groups were 
typically assigned by the local NWP staff to allow teachers to interact with a wide variety of 
participants at different grade-levels and subject-areas, but they allowed me to suggest the five 
teachers who agreed to participate in my research as potential members for one group to make 
participant observation easier, since writing groups met concurrently. Although I did not observe 
Annette’s writing group, I did interview her extensively about her writing at the Summer 
Institute. 
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Hannah and Samantha. Because they pulled small groups of students (7-8 each) from 
monolingual classes at the same time for writing, Hannah and Samantha co-taught their first-
grade English as a Second Language writing classes at Garvey Elementary. Hannah, a Korean 
American female, was a fourteenth-year teacher, but it was only her second year in early 
elementary as a first grade ESL/Title 1 teacher. Samantha, a White female, was an eighteenth-
year teacher who was pursuing her Masters degree in ESL at the time of the study. She was a K/1 
ESL through science and social studies teacher. Along with one of the monolingual first grade 
teachers at Garvey Elementary, Julie, Hannah and Samantha decided to attend the Summer 
Institute together with intent to collaborate on their writing instruction. I observed them during 
the summer 2012 at the Summer Institute and the following fall semester teaching their 
collaborative ESL writing class. They did not have a writing curriculum, but tended to use 
aspects of Calkins’ (2006) writers workshop in their classroom, especially encouraging students 
to write what they know and focusing writing on “small moments.” They focused on learning 
vocabulary through shared language experiences, and writing using their newly learned 
vocabulary. In an interview, Hannah said “we want to make sure kids have the language skills to 
define and talk about their world.” At Garvey Elementary, the student ethnicity breakdown was 
57.4% Black, 25.5% Asian, 9.7% White, 3.7% Multiracial, 2.7% Hispanic, 1% American Indian, 
and 86% Low Income. The school was known for and very proud of its multicultural programs, 
including native language, dual language, and ESL instruction. Many international faculty and 
graduate students from the local university, as well as refugee families, enrolled their children 
there. In Hannah and Samantha’s writing class, students came from Iran, Egypt, Guatemala, 
India, Turkey, China, Vietnam, Indonesia, and the French Congo. 
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At the Summer Institute, Samantha primarily wrote personal narrative stories about her 
experiences with her family living in other cultures. Although she loved to write, and wanted to 
write more outside of school during the school year, her Masters program in ESL was requiring 
most of her writing time. She did still try to make time to write to and for her family. For 
example, right before the Summer Institute, she wrote a piece for her mom’s ninetieth birthday. 
Hannah wrote two types of texts at the Summer Institute—mentor texts for her students and 
narrative stories about her international travels. She cited mentor text writing as her primary type 
of on-going writing, and did not do much extensive writing during the school year that was not 
related to work. 
Annette. Annette taught high school English at College Prep High, an academically-
selective high school affiliated with the local university. She was a White female who was 
entering her sixteenth year teaching. Student ethnicities at College Prep were: 63% White, 26% 
Asian, 5% Black, 5% Hispanic, and 1% American Indian. No low-income data was available. 
During the fall semester, Annette taught two sections of tenth grade English and a gender studies 
class, and ran the school’s Writers Workshop. In the spring, she dropped one of the tenth grade 
sections to teach a Utopia/Dystopia literature class. For the tenth grade English class that I 
observed, selected based on scheduling, she received a curriculum from the department head 
(also the former tenth grade teacher). It focused on literary analysis of texts such as Milton’s 
Paradise Lost, Shakespeare’s As You Like It, and Shelley’s Frankenstein.  
At the Summer Institute, Annette focused on writing one piece about her experiences as a 
stepmother. During the school year, she wrote on two blogs—a class blog, and a craft blog.  On 
the class blog, she documented projects and assignments, and occasionally celebrated interesting 
things they had done in class. On the craft blog, she wrote about things she was crafting—letters, 
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quilts, and knitted items, for example. She also participated in the Letter Writers Alliance, an 
organization “dedicated to preserving this art form.” 
Aaron. Aaron, a White male, taught high school English at Tech High, part of the Tech 
High Network of schools supported by a non-profit organization with grant support from the 
Gates Foundation. The network centers its instruction on project-based learning, which they 
encourage through the use of technology and school-culture building. Student ethnicities at Tech 
High were: 49% White, 39.5% Black, 5.5% Hispanic, 4.3% Multiracial, 1.3% Asian, 0.3% 
American Indian, and 60% Low Income. During the fall observation semester, Aaron co-taught 
two tenth-grade humanities section with a social studies teacher, as well as an AVID 
(Advancement Via Individual Determination) College Readiness class. I observed one section of 
the tenth grade class, picked based on fit with my schedule. As in other New Tech classrooms, 
the curriculum was project-based. During my observations, Aaron and his co-teacher, Katie, 
designed and implemented writing for their projects, such as: persuasive radio commercials 
related to the presidential election, narrative crime dramas, and cause/effect essays on gangs and 
violence. Alongside the writing, students read Rose’s (1954) 12 Angry Men and Sanchez’s 
(2000) memoir My Bloody Life about life in the Latin Kings gangs, and completed numerous 
activities, like performing plays and watching documentaries. 
At the Summer Institute, Aaron shared a variety of texts with our writing group—a 
narrative account of his earliest writing memory, the first of a series of blog posts calling for his 
school network to add an A/V component to facilitate student feedback, and a current narrative 
from his life. During the school year, he wrote on a teaching-focused blog and Twitter account. 
He started his blog in college as a pre-service teacher, and primarily used it during the 
observation period to celebrate positive teaching moments, and to promote and catalogue his 
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work. Through Twitter, he tended to collaborate with fellow Network teachers and interested 
others on topics related to education and his classroom. He was also beginning a Masters degree 
in administration, and engaged in writing for class assignments. 
Secondary participants. Secondary participants in all three studies included 
collaborators around writing and teaching writing, such as the National Writing Project Summer 
Institute participants and administrators, writing group members, teacher colleagues, and 
students. I solicited these participants during observations of the focal teachers. 
Data Collection  
Generally, data collection involved audiotaped observations across sites, audiotaped 
interviews, and artifact collection. Aside from 3-5 formal interviews, the teachers were not asked 
to do anything outside of normal writing and teaching activities. Over a one-month period with 
Lisa, a two-month period with Alice, and a seven-month period with the other participants, I 
collected multiple interviews with the participants about their writing and teaching experiences, 
notes from classroom and out-of-school observations, and numerous artifacts created by teachers 
and participants they interacted with around writing and teaching writing, including students and 
writing group members (see Table 2). In turn, I created transcripts, field notes, and reflections.  
Focal Participant/Frequency/Quantity Data 
Source 
Data 
Collection 
Methods 
Hannah  Samantha  Lisa  Annette  Aaron  Alice 
Description 
Classroom Observations  ‐Field notes ‐Artifacts ‐Audio Recordings ‐Selected transcriptions  
28 shared teaching observations of focal first grade ESL writing class (40 minutes each) from August 2012‐February 2013  3 solo teaching observations of Hannah  1 solo teaching observation of Samantha  
16 observations of eighth grade writing class periods (45 minutes each), over 1 month  
19 observations of focal sophomore English class periods  (50 minutes each) from August 2012‐February 2013  3 observations of teacher’s others classes (Gender Studies class; 
17 observations of sophomore literacy class periods (1 hour 45 minutes each) from August 2012‐Feburary 2013 
6 observations of First Year (College) Composition course (75 minutes each), over 1 semester 
Audio recordings were taken of teacher lessons as well as conversations with and between students in table groups. Field notes were written as jottings, details, and documentation of conversational turns, which were checked and extended through selected transcriptions. 
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Agora Days‐‐elective week; Writers Workshop meeting) Out‐of‐school Observations  ‐Field notes ‐Artifacts ‐Audio Recordings ‐Selected transcriptions  
19 days of participant observation at the National Writing Project Summer Institute (7 hours each)—9 focal observations   
1 meeting with writing instructor  1 meeting with writing group (1 hour each)  
19 days of participant observation at the National Writing Project Summer Institute (7 hours each)‐‐4 focal observations  
19 days of participant observation at the National Writing Project Summer Institute (7 hours each)‐‐8 focal observations 
2 meetings with writing group  1 meeting with colleagues for Mock Fields Exam  1 individual meeting with student for office hours 
Audio recordings were taken of teacher participation in writing groups and teacher demonstrations. Field notes were written as jottings, details, and documentation of conversational turns, which were checked and extended through selected transcriptions. Interviews  ‐Audio Recordings ‐Transcriptions  
3 formal interviews (30 minutes each)  1 informal interview (20 minutes) 
3 formal interviews (30 minutes each) 
4 interviews (30 minutes each)  3 formal interviews (30 minutes each) 
3 formal  interviews (30 minutes each)  1 informal interview (30 minutes) 
3 interview (45 minutes each)  I met with each teacher to talk about personal writing, teaching writing, and the curriculum. I periodically checked in to get their thoughts on key ideas and trajectories that I was developing in the data set to confirm, clarify, or extend my understanding of their writing and instruction. Written products  ­Teacher writing ‐Student writing created in observed lessons or discussed with the teacher ‐Curricular materials  
5 blog entries (UIWP)  4 writing group pieces (UIWP) 
10 blog posts (UIWP)  4 writing group pieces (UIWP) 
2 creative writing pieces  
48 blog entries (15 UIWP blog entries, 12 post‐UIWP craft blog entries, 21 post‐UIWP class blog entries) 
31 blog entries (13 UIWP blog entries, 18 post‐UIWP blog entries)  4 writing group pieces (UIWP)  Tweets 
3 journal submissions, 2 pieces of writing for qualifying exam, 1 syllabus and emails with collaborators, screen shots of organization on computer 
I collected written products produced by the teachers to understand the teachers’ trajectories of practices across contexts and over time.  
Table 2 (cont.).  Overview of data sources. 
 
  I focused my observations on easily observable writing activities—writing instruction 
and out-of-school writing groups. Recognizing that this focus limited my understanding of the 
teachers’ full range of literate practices, I used supplementary interviews. With Lisa and Andrea, 
I began with semi-structured questions about their life histories with literacy (Brandt, 2001), 
which included questions ranging from demographics to early childhood memories of writing, 
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and added open questions about instruction and writing (see Appendix B). For the National 
Writing Project teachers, I focused on their National Writing Project experience and instruction 
(see Appendix B). I transcribed the interviews verbatim, using Dyson’s (1993) conventions used 
in the presentation of transcripts (see Appendix A). The most frequently occurring conventions 
are brackets for explanatory information inserted by me, underlining for stressed words, and 
colons inserted into words to show elongated sounds. In this presentation of the data, I omitted 
ums and uhs, false sentence starts, and nervous stuttering for clarity. I selectively transcribed 
from the observations after rereading my field notes and identifying important moments for 
further analysis. I also collected any written artifacts and materials referenced during lessons and 
writing group meetings to provide context for field notes and observations (e.g., teacher writing, 
curricular materials, student writing referenced in lessons).   
Data Analysis: Tracing Trajectories of Participation 
Data analysis began, of course, in the design and implementation of this study as I made 
decisions about what data to collect, questions to ask, and information to pay attention to. The 
goal of this data analysis was to help me understand teachers’ trajectories of participation across 
varied literate and social practices, with particular attention to the ways they both deploy 
resources across and experience tensions between contexts. To contextualize each case, I first 
closely read and reread through all the data in each case in chronological order, which included: 
multiple interviews, observations from writing groups and instructional sites, teacher writing, 
student writing, and—in some cases—application materials to the National Writing Project. I 
noted themes that appeared multiple times throughout the case, and assigned them labels, often 
using terms used by the participants themselves (e.g., “collaboration,” “vulnerability,” 
“identity”). After working through all the cases, I returned to each individual case and 
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characterized it using the one inclusive overarching label. The resulting cases are presented in 
chapter 4. 
To identify connections across teachers’ trajectories of practice, the focus of chapter 5, I 
looked to Wertsch’s (1998) description of the redeployment of tools across contexts and 
activities as “spin-off,” and Roozen’s (2009) analysis of spin-off across literate activities. His 
analysis involved: the arrangement and review of data chronologically, the identification of 
elements that appear to be repurposed across activities, the tracing of elements backwards and 
forwards through the data to extend the trajectories and develop a sense of the nexus of practice, 
and the modification of trajectories based on data review and participant member-checking. I 
used a similar process to think about spin-off across teaching and literate activities. First, I reread 
field notes, transcripts, and artifacts, and looked for instances of spin-off when the participants 
redeployed tools, like language or writing processes, from one situation to another over time. 
After selecting instances for careful study that exhibited such links, I sought examples to confirm 
and disconfirm my preliminary analysis (Erickson, 1986). When possible, I submitted the 
trajectories I constructed to the participants for confirmation, and modified accordingly if they 
expressed disagreement. It is important to note that Aaron constructed many of his trajectories 
for me, on his professional blog and in conversations, whereas most of the other participants did 
not. For example, in one blog post that I describe in detail in chapter 4, Aaron documents how 
some of his blog writing and classroom practices developed directly from his National Writing 
Project experiences. I suspect this is because Aaron’s personal writing was so closely interwoven 
with his professional world that he often thought systematically on the topic of spin off. 
Next, I looked for patterns and recurring themes in these trajectories of spin off across 
cases (Bogdan & Biklen, 2006). I developed analytic codes to name these links and connections 
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across events; initial codes included links in talk, actions, topics/genres, and goals/purposes. For 
example, I noted that Aaron talked about “networks” with his students, on Twitter with his 
colleagues, and in interviews with me. I coded this as a link in talk. In interviews, Hannah and 
Samantha talked about why they wrote personal narratives about cultural border crossing at the 
Summer Institute, and why they focused on writing about culture in their first grade ESL 
classroom. I coded this as a link in writing topics. Then, I refined the codes to focus on similar 
links across teachers, including a focus on: writing topics, specialized talk about writing, writing 
processes, and writing identities. I used these themes to organize and analyze the teachers’ 
experiences in chapter 5. 
To identify tensions across teachers’ trajectories of practice, the focus of chapter 6, I 
again reread through the data chronologically. This time I looked for irregularities and 
discrepancies between teachers’ writing and their instruction. I developed a list of open codes 
from this analysis of observational field notes, classroom and writing group meeting transcripts, 
curricular documents, and teacher and students’ written artifacts. Initial codes included tensions 
in actions, goals/purposes, identities, and authority. For example, when coding for identity I 
noted instances where teachers talked about who writers were, if/how their students were writers, 
and if/how they saw themselves as writers. When coding for writing purposes, I noted any 
instances where they discussed why they wrote or why they asked students to write. After 
looking across cases, I organized the data into focused codes about writing purposes and 
audiences and writing identities.    
Using these processes, I developed assertions that were theoretically grounded in 
evidence. For example, I determined that most of the teachers experiences a tension between 
their own purposes/audiences for writing and school audiences/purposes for writing, and that 
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many of them employed writing processes from their own writing in their instruction. I returned 
to the body of literature on teacher writing and instruction to support and challenge these 
assertions, and used them to develop theoretical implications about teaching writing.  
Limitations 
As with all research, there were limitations to this work. In particular, Lisa and Alice’s 
case studies were conducted over short time periods of intensive observations. Longitudinal 
studies, like those of the other teachers, are more suited to developing historical understandings 
of teachers’ multiple trajectories of practice over time. A broader sample of teachers from k-
college would also elucidate some of the findings more clearly. Most of the teachers in the study 
were actively involved with personally meaningful writing projects and groups outside of school. 
However, it would be beneficial to study teachers who are less interested in writing as well.  
Finally, I either entered into the research with close relationships to the participants (in 
Lisa and Alice’s cases) or developed relationships with the participants (in the other cases) over 
the course of the studies. For example, I worked at MS 1 with Lisa for three years before the 
study, and participated in a graduate program and academic writing group with Alice. I was a 
participant-observer at the National Writing Project Summer Institute, and in a writing group 
with Hannah, Samantha, and Aaron, where we sometimes shared very personal writing. While 
these close relationships can be viewed negatively as leading to a lack of objectivity in data 
analysis, I believe that they allowed me to construct complex portraits of the teachers across their 
participation in professional and everyday settings that would not have been possible if we 
maintained more limited and formal observer-observed relationships. Our relationships also 
allowed me to contact the teachers over time, asking them questions and seeking their 
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verification of my ideas. I conclude this chapter with a further description of my own history and 
roles in the various cases. 
Role of the Researcher 
Behar (1996) writes that research requires “a keen understanding of what aspects of the 
self are the most important filters through which one perceives the world and, more particularly, 
the topic being studied.”  Since the topic of this study is rooted in personal experience, and the 
sites and participants tell stories about my own communities, I attempted to account for how I 
came to this work in the preface. My on-going interests in the work of writing and teaching 
writing led me to multi-site comparative case studies of teachers across k-16 contexts involved in 
various communities that support teacher writing—the Teachers College Reading and Writing 
Project, the National Writing Project, and creative and academic writing groups, for example. 
Underlying my work is a concern with the pervasive negative rhetoric surrounding 
teachers and teacher practice, and a profound respect for the teaching profession. Much like the 
funds of knowledge theory seeks to reframe deficit notions of students’ cultures by encouraging 
instruction that capitalizes “on household and other community resources” (Moll, Amanati, Neff, 
& Gonzalez, 1992, p. 133), I hope that my work will help to reframe deficit notions of teachers 
by focusing on the resources teachers bring to their classrooms and highlighting the complexities 
of teaching writing. These commitments certainly explicitly and implicitly shape the questions I 
asked and the ways I collected and analyzed my data. 
 Since teachers were the focal participants in this study, and I am also a teacher, I took on 
a collegial role when I was observing teachers in out-of-school settings or doing interviews with 
them. For example, I consulted with Alice about her instruction when she asked for advice, and 
am currently writing a chapter on peer feedback using GoogleDocs for an edited collection with 
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Aaron. At the National Writing Project Summer Institute, I was a participant-observer, meaning 
that I engaged in most of the activities with the participants. Often, I was asked to help with 
technology issues, and to provide insight into the requirements, and I was happy to do so. I 
additionally participated in writing groups with Alice, Hannah, Samantha, and Aaron. Through 
this work, and due in no small part to our shared interests in the teaching of writing, I became 
friends with some of the participants. During classroom instruction, I attempted to appear as an 
“unhelpful but attentive” adult in the classroom (Dyson & Genishi, 2005). I assume, though, that 
since I was always introduced as a former middle school teacher and current college teacher and 
interacted collegially with the teachers, that the students viewed me as an authority figure. The 
first graders, in particular, liked to read me their stories, and most of the students seemed to 
easily adapt to me listening in as they wrote and collaborated. Aaron and Annette’s students, for 
instance, were used to adult visitors as lab site schools. Although this identification as a teacher 
limited the scope of my interpretations and the ways I could understand classroom work from 
students’ perspectives, I think it ultimately helped me understand the teachers’ perspectives.  
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CHAPTER 4 
 
CASE STUDIES OF THE SIX PARTICIPANTS 
In this chapter, I present cases of the six teachers who participated in the studies, 
highlighting their everyday and professional experiences writing, and teaching writing. The cases 
are presented by the grade levels taught, beginning with early elementary and ending with 
college composition. I move from typifying the nature of teachers’ work as writers to the nature 
of their work as writing teachers in particular school environments, and present these portraits to 
orient the stories in the following chapters of how writing and teaching writing connect and 
disconnect to each other. 
Hannah and Samantha: The Power of Collaboration in Writing and Teaching Writing 
Because Hannah and Samantha collaborated so closely at both the NWP Summer 
Institute and in their instruction, it makes sense to think of their cases together in some ways—
they shared an intense professional development experience, school environment, and even 
students. However, they—of course—had individual inspirations for joining the NWP, 
experiences there, and writing backgrounds. I detail those differences first before coming back 
and discussing their school and writing classroom.   
Hannah: A Padawan and her Jedis. Both before and after the NWP Summer Institute, 
Hannah did not write much outside of school. In our first interview, before the Summer Institute, 
she told me that, “I don’t really personally write. I think part of it is because it is frustrating to 
think through word choice and things like that.” In fact, her concerns about word choice made 
participation in a writing group at the Summer Institute difficult for Hannah. Regarding sharing 
her writing there, she told me that: 
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It’s really uncomfortable because in some ways, your word choice, like everything, says 
so much about you. And you’re just kind of stripped bare. And that was really [hard], I 
was like, I just met these people, how can I read them what I wrote?... 
However, from the Summer Institute she did take away a sense that writing for yourself 
was enjoyable, saying “I think that is another really good thing that I take from here is the sense 
that I should be writing...Just for fun, you know it doesn’t have to- [be a big deal], it is really a 
stress reliever in some ways. It’s fun.” Six months after the Summer Institute, though, Hannah 
was still writing very little. She told me: 
…honestly, I just have not been writing just for my own pleasure, for myself. Not at all. 
Our school got a 21st Century Grant, and I think it typically plays out in that it becomes 
an after school program. I’m going to be doing that for the next six weeks, so that’s been 
something I’m prepping for. Free writing time is not really a priority right now, but 
maybe this summer we’ll see, I don’t know. 
Hannah did not have positive memories from writing in school, and could not remember 
much about learning to write. Before the Summer Institute, her most recent writing experience 
had been for her National Board Certification, which she did not enjoy. She told me: 
…We had to write a 13-page paper for [Take One National Board Certification], which 
really is very easy. I mean, if you did your Masters [degree] that’s like nothing. But 
actually it was the writing I disliked the most, because…for each question there’s like 
fifteen sub-points, and they literally want you to answer every question. And I really 
disliked it. I felt like it was too rote….it was very condescending in a way. 
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Aside from social network writing and e-mailing, Hannah cited mentor text writing1 for 
students as her primary type of on-going writing, and did not do much writing that was not 
related to work. At the NWP Summer Institute, Hannah wrote such mentor texts, as well as 
narrative stories about her international travels, and shared them with our writing group (see 
Appendix C). For example, at our first writing group meeting, she shared a mentor text called My 
Friend Boo that she had written about Bruce Wayne’s (Batman) best friend growing up in 
childhood. On her NWP Summer Institute portfolio, she reflected on this writing: 
I did a couple types of writing during my hour each day. One was the writing of mentor 
texts I would share with my students in the next year. The main focus of My Friend Boo 
was the idea that Batman was once young and was someone's friend. My students also 
love superheroes (as do I), so this seemed liked a great way to connect my world and 
their world. I wrote different vignettes that could be used depending on the goals I have 
for my students… 
During the observation school year, I saw Hannah write more mentor texts for her 
students on other popular characters and incorporating people the students knew. For example, 
she wrote one mentor text about Mo Willem’s characters Elephant and Piggie, and another about 
herself and the student’s monolingual classroom teacher—Julie. In this story, Julie got sick, 
Hannah gave her a magic potion to help her feel better, and then received a Star Teacher of the 
Month award. She wrote it to inspire student writing for the Young Authors Project, a school 
wide contest held each winter. 
                                                        
1 A mentor text is a written piece used in education as an example of quality writing. Mentor 
texts can include both published and non-published writing. We read them repeatedly to “help 
students realize that the effects of literature are achieved because of an author’s deliberate 
craftsmanship” (Calkins, 1994, p. 274). Students study these pieces, reading them like writers, 
and try out particular moves in their own writing. 
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At the Summer Institute, Hannah also shared two narrative stories from her international 
travels, like Ugly American, where she wrote about her embarrassment of a friend’s behavior in 
Thailand (see Appendix C). On her digital portfolio for the Summer Institute, she wrote that, 
“The second type of writing I did was journaling my personal travel experiences. I really enjoy 
travelling. Rather than pictures or a scarf, I find that I treasure the memories. To hold onto them, 
I decided to collect them for myself.” After the Summer Institute, Hannah told me that she had 
told those stories orally many times, but never written them down, and that they were “…really 
just for me. I’m not going to publish them. It’s like, ‘oh my gosh, I can’t believe I did that, or I 
survived that mountain or whatever’.” In other words, the stories helped her articulate her 
experiences and preserve her memories.  
Even though Hannah did not write much before or after the Summer Institute, she loved 
teaching writing, which is why she initially signed up for the NWP. Particularly as a new ESL 
teacher, she was interested in learning about new supports for her students. Before the Summer 
Institute began, she told me: 
…I don’t particularly have memories about learning to write or writing as a child, but I 
lo:ve doing it with my students now. I think kind of my goal is that they have great 
memories of writing. I really do feel like it’s such a victory when my students are excited 
to have journal time or free write time. Especially when, for them, language is hard 
enough…I re:ally do enjoy teaching [writing] so I hope that this experience is going to be 
something I can offer my students. 
Although most teachers named the writing time as their favorite aspect of the NWP 
Summer Institute, this was not true for Hannah. Her favorite part was her collaboration with 
Samantha and Julie, fellow first grade teachers at Garvey Elementary. Julie taught the 
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monolingual first grade class that Hannah pulled her ESL students from, and Samantha and 
Hannah combined their ESL classes for writing instruction. In other words, Hannah shared 
students with both Samantha and Julie. Right after the Summer Institute ended, I asked Hannah 
what she liked best and she told me:  
…I really liked collaborating with Samantha and Julie, my co-workers, and being able to 
start thinking about next year, and thinking about really great things, and pick[ing] their 
brains…You know they have been teaching [ESL and first grade for a long time], and 
they have been doing so much more than me…I’m just really grateful…  
Hannah spent much of her NWP Summer Institute experience intentionally collaborating 
with Samantha and Julie on their teaching demonstrations. At the Summer Institute, these three 
were the only teachers who worked together to plan their demonstrations, trying to develop their 
vision for writing instruction at the beginning, middle, and end of the year. Hannah called these 
the “Garvey Trilogy” on her portfolio, and described how they built on one another: 
Julie, Samantha and I were inspired, as fellow 1st grade teachers at Garvey Elementary to 
create a unit together. We all had different goals for the upcoming school year and 
decided our united effort would be most effective for our students. Happily, we found 
that our different goals overlapped and fit many different common core standards that 
would be useful to all of our students, from the zero English speaker to the neighborhood 
native English speaker at our school. Julie began our trilogy by discuss [sic] the modeling 
of Accountable Talk, the use of intentional language to lead to higher order 
conversations between students leading to richer learning in our 1st grade 
classrooms. Samantha was next with the honoring of students' culture by having them 
write in journals and share life stories of overcoming called Testimonios. My particular 
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component was incorporating Drama in the Classroom.  As students grow in their oral 
expression and written language, they can also grow in their empathy as they act out each 
other’s stories.  Ideally these would all be developed throughout the year as we discuss in 
class, write in daily journals, and dramatically act out poetry and self-authored texts. 
Going along with the trilogy theme, Hannah began her teaching demonstration on Drama 
in the Classroom by describing herself a “Padawan” and Samantha and Julie as her “Jedis” (these 
are the apprentices and masters made popular in the original Star Wars movies trilogy, 
respectively). She reiterated this to me in different interviews over time, telling me that “…I 
really do think, like I was joking [in my demonstration], but they really are my Jedis and I’m 
their Padawan [laughing].  Because it’s just so true, you know they have been teaching [for a 
long time], and they have been doing so much more than me.” She later described to me how she 
and Samantha drew a bit from Lucy Calkins’ (2003/2006) Units of Study2 curriculum and their 
graduate school classes (e.g., a popular culture class), but their primary resources for teaching 
writing were each other: 
…It’s really nice that we do guided reading together in the morning because then we can 
share. And we share kids, so we can kind of think together and conference, well what do 
you think this kid needs? And that really is what we’re doing when we’re thinking about 
our writing together. That honestly is such a godsend (laughing). I couldn’t [imagine it 
otherwise]- like, these past couple of years if I didn’t have Samantha, I think I would 
have died (laughing).                                                         2 Calkins’ (2003, 2006) Units of Study curriculum includes two series for grades k-5—Units of 
Study for Primary Writing: A Yearlong Curriculum and The Units of Study for Teaching 
Writing, Grades 3-5. The k-8 curriculum uses a writing workshop approach to instruction based 
on four principles: students write about their own lives, use a consistent writing process, work in 
authentic ways, and become independent writers. Units are organized into genres (e.g., personal 
narrative, fiction, essay writing).  
    
56 
After I observed Hannah and Samantha teaching during the fall semester, she told me that 
one of the texts she read at the Summer Institute in a book group had been very influential on her 
instruction—Horn and Giacobbe’s (2007) Talking, Drawing, Writing: Lessons for Our Young 
Writers. Right after reading it, Hannah wrote on her blog “I was most struck by her instruction of 
specific drawing skills to empower her students.” Another participant at the Summer Institute, 
Sally, had also been exploring this concept by reading Wood Ray’s (2010) In Pictures and In 
Words: Teaching the Qualities of Good Writing Through Illustration Study; she also gave her 
teaching demonstration on this topic. Samantha also told me how inspired she was by the 
discussions at the Summer Institute about broadening conceptions of writing to think about 
composing. Right after the Summer Institute ended, I asked her if she would say anything about 
writing now that she would not have said before, and she told me: 
I think, one thing that really screamed at me was from Sally’s demo [was] that drawing is 
composing. Since I work with young children and children who don’t speak English, 
that’s always where we start, we start with their drawings….Composing is many 
things…many, many things, and I put much more weight into that. Not just for kids, but 
for everyone. I mean, I compose a lot when I’m out walking. 
 In the fall Hannah and Samantha worked together to incorporate drawing into their 
writing instruction. For example, before they even started working with students, Samantha 
showed me the Drawing Center where they had illustrated guides to help students learn how to 
draw figures.  In my first observation in Hannah’s class, during the first week she worked with 
her students, she began class by telling a student “I like the really nice details on your picture. 
Drawing helps some people write.” In November, for Garvey Elementary’s Family Reading 
Night, the classes were supposed to focus on folktales from around the world. Samantha and 
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Hannah read Coyote: A trickster tale from the American Southwest by Gerald McDermott to 
students, and then had them identify and draw important moments from the story, and create 
speech bubbles to go along with their pictures. They sequenced the drawings into the students’ 
own picture book (see Figure 1). 
 
Figure 1. A student’s retelling—in illustrations and dialogue—of an important moment in the 
book Coyote.  
 
By the end of the fall semester, they were quite pleased with the ways their students were 
intentionally combining pictures and words to communicate.  
Hannah’s close collaboration with Samantha over time supported her as a new ESL 
teacher, in both professional development experiences like the NWP Summer Institute and 
teaching experiences in her first grade classroom. Moreover, opportunities to collaborate with 
school colleagues related to the teaching of writing were central to her enjoyment of the Summer 
Institute experience. However, outside of the Summer Institute, she was not inclined to similarly 
partner with colleagues or others on writing.  
Samantha: Growing in a “community of writers.” Unlike Hannah, Samantha loved to 
write. She told me in our initial interview that she had a dream to one day author a children’s 
book, and described the various types of writing she had engaged in over time, including story 
    
58 
and poetry writing. In her application, she wrote about how her reasons for attending the 
Summer Institute were tied to both her love of teaching and her love of writing: 
I am a teacher of young children. These days I teach Kindergarten and First Grade 
English as a Second Language, so not only am I teaching them how to speak but also how 
to grab sounds out of the air and put them down on paper to send messages with words, 
sentences and stories. I love my job. I love to write, but I have often spent more time 
focusing on living out experiences than writing about them. In a child's world this is true 
as well. They live fully in the moment, single-mindedly exploring what ever they can in 
their environment. It is my task to ask them to sit back down and reflect on "their" story 
so they can share it with others…Looking just at this special moment and trying to use 
our senses to write about it as completely as we can has been the catalyst for some 
breakthrough moments in my Kinder's writing. It is my hope that this workshop will give 
me some more tools to use with my students in the most difficult of English learning 
tasks. Working in a community of writers is essential to this growth. I look 
forward to focusing on my own writing, too… 
With our writing group at the NWP Summer Institute, Samantha primarily wrote personal 
narrative stories about her experiences with her family living in other cultures. For example, in 
her story In Her Ear, Samantha recounted her experience going to the hospital with her new 
neighbor, Laura, on her family’s first Christmas in the United Arab Emirates as Laura delivered 
a child (see Appendix D). After the Summer Institute, she told me that this was the one piece of 
writing she worked on that she might like to try and publish eventually: 
…The story that I was working on…In Her Ear…I mean I’d almost like to get that 
published somehow, but I don’t know. I think the ending that I had, it was troublesome. 
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To me it was satisfying because it was a religious holiday and had an ending that went 
back to Christmas and Allah, but I think that may make it kind of inaccessible or not as 
appealing to some people. But I think I could change that just to fit the story—you know, 
that it was Christmas and it was my gift to have this special day without having to refer 
back to God or something. So I’d love to send that into a magazine…like a religious 
magazine, or I was thinking even those magazines you get in airplanes, or something like 
that [laughing]…I don’t know. 
Similarly, Samantha’s testimonio, or “powerful personal story” as she defined them, from 
her teaching demonstration described a moment from fifth grade when she was living in 
Germany on an army base and had a realization about adults and teaching (see Appendix D). 
Samantha was inspired to explore testimonios after attending a district in-service professional 
development day with Professor Christina DeNicolo. In her talk, called ‘Literacy and Lived 
Experience: Exploring the Use of Latina/o Children’s Literature and Testimonio as Models for 
the Writing of Personal Narratives,’ Dr. DeNicolo built on Reyes’ (2011) book Words Were All 
We Had: Becoming Biliterate Against the Odds, and talked about her work with third graders, 
many of whom were bilingual. In her demonstration, Samantha used Saaverdra’s (2011) 
definition of testimonios as “a revolutionary Latin American literary genre that has been used by 
individual to tell a collective story and history of oppression through the narrative of one 
individual” to discuss her primary goals of communication and community through shared 
literacy experiences for her first grade ESL students. She shared a story from when she worked 
as a tutor in Tunisia for students in and American school, eventually discovered that a student 
Yazan got in trouble when he reacted to another student who did something shameful in his 
culture but wouldn’t tell his teacher why he was upset, and worried that these kinds of incidents 
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could contribute to a cycle of misunderstanding, introversion, and detachment from learning. 
Instead, she hoped to create a classroom environment where students could use their words to 
respectfully share their words and their worlds. As she put it to me, “…definitely in our ESL 
classes we honor language, we honor words.” Samantha planned to have her first grade students 
write similar testimonios by the end of the school year, and used her demonstration to help her 
think through the process of teaching them. At the end of the fall observation semester, she told 
me that the narrative writing they’d been doing helped focus students in on small moments, and 
now the teachers were adding a focus on helping students add in their feelings and opinions. 
Additionally, they had recently completed country studies that she thought would help develop 
the testimonios later in the spring: 
The country study I think was major because it connected them with their country and 
how proud they are, that they know things that nobody else knows about their 
country…But also it has to do with their interaction with language, and I think we just 
need more experience with language (laughing) before then. 
After the NWP Summer Institute, Samantha, like many participants, told me that writing 
time and sharing with our writing group were her favorite parts. In an interview afterward, she 
said:  
My favorite part was of course the writing time in the morning, and then sharing writing 
with our little group. Um, I think, it was such a diverse group and I loved that. I think 
there were varying degrees of desire as far as wanting to be a writer. That was good too, 
you know (laughing). There was such diversity in what people wrote, and I liked that. It 
just really showed me that you know that’s what I need, I need people to be reading my 
writing and giving me feedback. Because I’ve got a lot of pieces that are just stu:ck. 
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She also told me, though, that she was initially very nervous to share her writing with our 
group:  
Oh [I was] terrified the first time [we shared], absolutely terrified. And I’ve been in 
another writers group before and it wasn’t that scary, I don’t know why. I was terrified at 
first, but then when I saw how respectful, and gentle, and encouraging people were, but 
also gave constructive ideas, and that’s really what I needed. And you know when they 
gave us that list of questions to ask [based on the kind of feedback you want], I didn’t 
even know what I wanted. You know if you’re not used to that kind of group you don’t 
know what you want. But I feel like now I can say ok tell me this about my writing and 
be comfortable with it.  
For Samantha, sharing her writing and receiving feedback at the Summer Institute became 
important to her own writing processes. Much as she saw working within a community of writers 
as essential for her students, it was for her own satisfaction as well.  
Although Samantha loved to write, and wanted to write more outside of school, her 
Masters program in ESL was requiring most of her writing time during the school year. She 
thought this writing was interesting, but difficult and told me that she’d “prefer to be writing 
something creative.” However, Samantha did try to make time to write to and for her family. For 
example, right before the Summer Institute, she wrote a piece for her mom on her ninetieth 
birthday. After the fall semester, she told me about the text messages she regularly sent to her 
sons:   
I was just thinking the other day though that the writing that I do these days happens to be 
in texts [on the phone], to my boys, and sometimes to my older one’s girlfriend. Because 
they don’t call, you know, who uses the phone to call anymore. We Skype infrequently. 
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But in the morning, I come to school and put my things away, and right before I lock 
away my phone in the closet, I will text them…I text them because I usually have 
thoughts about them in the car, or just a thought occurs to me about their life, our life, my 
life, something I’ve read that applies to them…And to me that’s the poetry of my life 
these days, sending them those little messages. It’s short and quick, it’s really like poetry, 
but it’s the essence of what I’ve been thinking about them in one little text. 
For Samantha, writing in a community was critical for her own writing and her students’ 
writing. She wrote regularly for her family, and was able to also do the story writing she loved 
when working with others at the Summer Institute. With her students, she similarly focused on 
communication and community in her writing instruction to encourage students to tell their 
cultural stories.   
Teaching ESL at Garvey Elementary. At Garvey Elementary, a school with a focus on 
multicultural programs, diversity and multilingualism were celebrated. The teachers referred to 
the students as “neighborhood kids” and “international kids,” who were primarily composed of 
low income native English-speaking African American families and both university-affiliated 
and refugee non-native English-speaking families, respectively. There was a high mobility rate 
among both populations, so teachers’ classes changed frequently. One day Samantha pulled me 
over as we walked from the bathroom to the classroom after recess, to show me this bulletin 
board created by the fifth graders (see Figure 2). Inspired by a Time magazine cover, the students 
had researched the shifting world demographics, and their local Garvey Elementary 
demographics to create a composite picture of “the face of the world” and “the face of Garvey 
Elementary.” Garvey was represented by a young African American girl.  
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Figure 2. A hallway bulletin by a fifth-grade class project based on a November 18, 1993 cover 
of Time magazine (left), where students researched the demographic patterns of their world and 
school to make composite pictures of “the face of the world” and “the face of Garvey elementary” 
(right). 
 
A nearby bulletin board, called “Number of Non English Languages Spoken By Garvey School 
Students,” showed the twenty-three native languages represented in the school, and the number 
of students who spoke each.  
Hannah and Samantha, who had both traveled extensively or lived abroad themselves, 
celebrated their students’ backgrounds in their writing class as well. Again, students in their ESL 
classes came from Iran, Egypt, Guatemala, India, Turkey, China, Vietnam, Indonesia, and the 
French Congo. In the first week of class, Hannah led a lesson where students talked and wrote 
about how “it’s okay to be different” (see Figure 3). She modeled for the students by talking and 
writing about how “it’s okay to have different hair,” and they discussed Priscilla’s beautiful 
woven braids, Barika’s fuzzy pigtails, and Anjali’s silky locks. Priscilla wrote about a topic that 
would soon become a cornerstone for many of the girls’ classroom writing—princesses—a 
potentially risky move, because of its potential taboo as an official school writing topic. However, 
consistent with the general classroom norms, Hannah and Samantha allowed students to write 
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about topics of choice without imposing their own values or judgment. Jawara wrote about his 
worries about joining a new teacher in first grade. Samantha had been his kindergarten teacher, 
and he loved her. He was not yet sure about this new teacher, but seemed ready to give her a 
chance. 
 
   
 
   
 
Figure 3. Writing from the first week of class—Hannah’s example “It’s okay to have different 
hair” (top), Priscilla’s writing “It’s okay to be a princess” (bottom left), and Jawara’s writing 
“It’s okay to have a different teacher” (bottom right). 
 
Hannah and Samantha co-taught their first-grade English as a Second Language writing 
classes at Garvey Elementary, each pulling 7-8 students from their partner monolingual classes at 
the same time for guided reading and writing. This system for ESL instruction that allowed the 
ESL teachers to work with students in their own classrooms for half a day (rather than, say, 
pushing in or pulling out from 6-7 different classes) encouraged Hannah to stay in her position at 
her school. She told me that Garvey’s model is “so unique and that’s actually why I’m still 
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around. I’m always tempted to leave, but (laughing)…every time I look for a job like that, you 
know there’s just so few schools that have similar model.” 
Hannah and Samantha did not have a formal writing curriculum. Instead, they tried to 
build on students’ interests to develop writing tasks. When discussing their fall semester writing 
projects and goals, Samantha told me that: 
I think a major goal was just to get kids excited about writing so they wouldn’t focus so 
much on the fact that they don’t know how to spell it, or they don’t know how to say it, 
or it’s not exactly perfect. We wanted to just get them really excited about writing and 
working together as a group. And so that kind of preceded any kind of direct instruction 
(laughing) because we just wanted them to jump on, and they did (laughing). They really 
did. So we just started with more familiar texts and stories they already knew, you know 
the Elephant and Piggie and Scooby Doo [writing], just kind of going with their interests 
to get them started on that…Well, at the very beginning we started with the drawing, to 
try and get more specifics. And that was in everything, to be more specific about reading, 
writing, everything. Then as the writing projects came up, as we see where they’re going 
with it, their abilities, then we get more specific with instruction. And I think in a way 
that’s kind of what you have to do every year- [see] what you get, and where they are, 
and how brave they are, and then figure out what to do. 
 During the course of the fall semester, I observed students writing: short prompted texts 
(e.g., “It’s okay to be different,” “I’m ____ in my school shoes,” “This weekend…”) that were 
sometimes compiled into class books or hung prominently in the hallway or classroom; a book 
together on a topic of their choice (Scooby Doo); stories with a beginning, middle, and end; 
stories incorporating the five senses; stories focused on setting; stories based on or retelling 
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books (e.g., a Halloween book, a folk tale); home country projects; and ‘writer’s choice’ stories. 
In the spring semester, I also saw Hannah’s class videotaping performances of books. The 
students were usually inspired to write, and seemed to genuinely enjoy their time together. As 
Samantha told me, and my observations confirmed, “…We only have half an hour [for writing], 
that’s very short. But they really want to get down to it. When they come in the almost don’t 
want to sit on the carpet, they just want to go to it. And they love the sharing of their writing, and 
commenting to each other positively about the writing.” It was clear that Hannah and Samantha 
worked within a supportive school environment to create a community of writing where students’ 
languages and cultures were honored. For both teachers, collaboration was a critical aspect of 
their writing, writing instruction, and classroom culture. 
Lisa: “A Teacher who also is Working Towards Becoming a [Creative] Writer” 
 
Lisa, in her seventh year as a middle school English Language Arts teacher in New York 
City, wrote extensively outside of her classroom—meeting with her creative writing instructor or 
writing group on a weekly basis. In the year prior to the study, she had paid to take a Gotham 
Writers’ workshop3, after getting a recommendation from a friend who had recently been 
accepted to a graduate program in creative writing. She joined the class with intentions to “try to 
do this [writing] professionally” as a next step in her career, and with hopes of eventually 
applying to MFA programs in creative writing and teaching writing at the college level. She told 
me that, in the class: 
We met once a week for ten weeks for four hours a night…Every week we would have a 
different element of craft that we would be exploring- so plot-twist techniques or author’s 
                                                        
3 On its website, Gotham Writers’ Workshop describes itself as “the leading private creative 
writing school in New York City and online. Professional writers present workshops in more 
than a dozen forms of writing…” (http://www.writingclasses.com/). 
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voice or things like that. So part of the course would be that the week before he [the 
instructor, Will] would have given us several readings of things that we needed to 
prepare….[and] we would discuss different craft elements. Part of the course would 
actually be a writing session where he would give you prompts and ideas and things to 
work on and you would actually write a little bit on your own. And then part of the 
course was work-shopping people’s stories, so each week two to three people would 
bring in a piece of work with enough copies for everyone, and then the following week 
you would bring it back with comments and things written all over it and then we would 
workshop it and talk it out together as a group. So each person had two to three chances 
to get their piece work-shopped over the course. 
During the course, Lisa looked for potential future writing group members. She told me, 
“that was actually part of my goal with taking that course, is that I wanted to meet people to start 
a writing group with.” After the course ended, Lisa started her own writing group with three 
classmates, Kelly (also a teacher, but not from Lisa’s school), Allie (who recently quit her job in 
business and started working as a barista) and Morgan (whose pregnancy was impeding her 
participation in the group at the time of the study). She also continued to pay for one-on-one 
instructional sessions with her teacher, Will, who she called “a full time professional writer.” 
Despite these extensive experiences writing, when I asked Lisa if she considered herself to be a 
writer, she said “I’m someone who writes but I think a writer is someone who publishes 
things…For the most part I’d say I’m a teacher who also is working towards becoming a writer.”  
With both Will and her writing group, Lisa worked on her developing novel about a 
character named Gene, who worked in a factory. Even she was surprised at her inspiration for the 
project: 
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…The idea actually came [from a television program], funnily enough.…I always tell my 
kids this- this is how you know you’re living as a writer.  I was up, it’s like one in the 
morning, I’m flipping channels, I can’t sleep.  And I turn on food network.  And they’re 
doing this program…it’s like Where Does Your Food Come From? And they take you 
into this factory, and they were showing these factory workers and the food going by on 
the conveyer belt. And in my mind I was like ‘who are these people that can stand there 
on this conveyer belt all day long?  Who are these people that just stand there and watch 
this food go by all day long?  Who are you people?...’ It originally was just going to 
be…a short story, but once I got into it I realized how much was really there.  And it’s 
now kind of this piece where the beginning and ends of each chapter are my main 
character who is in the factory, but then there’s some kind of trigger that takes us back 
and shows us a memory from her past. 
Lisa, then, was exploring a topic and character that intrigued her, and she was writing to “find 
that answer” to her questions. She was also able to write what she knew in this novel, having 
grown up in rural Texas and being intimately familiar with factory workers and working class 
living. 
She met with Will and her writing group in coffee shops around New York City. Lisa 
described the typical activities of her meetings with Will, which were very similar to the way he 
ran the Gotham Writers class, “Every week he [Will] e-mails me like a short story or an excerpt 
from a book or something that has something to do with something that we were talking about 
the week before…We spend the first- probably fifteen to twenty minutes of it- going over a 
professional piece of writing and analyzing it.” Then, they would discuss her piece of writing. 
With her writing group: 
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We work on a rotating schedule where one week it will be your turn to pick a meeting 
spot, one week it will be your turn to pick a text to read, one week it will be your turn to 
bring writing prompts....We all print out each other’s stories and we read through them 
before we get there [to the meeting]…and we critique and give comments and things like 
that. And then, when we meet up…we go page by page through everyone’s story…. And 
then the writing prompt is always optional. We always bring a writing prompt if it’s your 
week to bring one, but the expectation is if you want to work with that writing prompt 
because you don’t have something to write on then you can use it and if you don’t need a 
writing prompt because you’re in the middle of a story or an idea or whatever then you 
don’t have to use it. But it’s just like something to keep pushing you as a writer in case 
you need it.  
Lisa said that her writing group meetings were more affirmative and laid back than her one-on-
one writing instructional meetings with Will: 
When we meet up…we go page by page through everyone’s story and it’s really helpful 
because there are three people with three very different perspectives. So you can hear 
how different readers are reading your story. So while they sit there and talk about it, you 
can sit there and take notes and you know…either choose to use it or not use it but it’s 
really really helpful. And the other thing that’s good about that group is that I can be like 
“Well, here’s what I was trying to do. I realize it’s not working but here’s what I was 
going for.” And then we’ll sit there and brainstorm with each other- like, how about try 
this? Or why not have him do that instead? And then we do talk about the stories and 
things that the person brought from the week before. It’s normally a little more laid back. 
It’s normally just more didn’t you love this piece? And here’s why.  
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In fact, these descriptions closely matched her actual activities during my observations. 
At different meeting with Will and her writing group, I observed Lisa share scenes from her 
novel-in-progress—one called Loud Crashes in a meeting with Will, and one called Spooning 
Out Secrets with her writing group (see Appendix E). In Loud Crashes, the main character in the 
novel—Gene—was working on a factory line, heard a loud screech, and remembered a moment 
when a fortune teller at a fair told her that her “life would change with a crash.” In Spooning Out 
Secrets, Gene left her Dad at the hospital, and had a flashback on her drive home. She recalled 
the moment when she learned that grown ups lie—her mother snuck sour cream, which her dad 
claimed to hate, into the mashed potatoes she was making, and made Gene promise not to tell. 
In the meeting I observed, Will and Lisa spent about thirty minutes going over Joan 
Didion’s essay Why I Write and an excerpt from her novel The Book of Common Prayer, before 
Will gave Lisa feedback on her own piece, Loud Crashes. He had read the story ahead of time, 
and spent about twenty minutes of feedback time reading bits of the story aloud, making 
comments, and writing on the text. Sometimes Will praised Lisa’s writing techniques (e.g., 
having a climactic moment, or ‘trigger’, at the beginning of the piece instead of the end) and 
word choices (e.g., frito pies, hoo-ah, alley-oop); other times he gave her suggestions to improve 
the piece (e.g., slowing down certain parts, rewording sections). He also frequently named and 
praised her writerly moves (e.g., taking notice of great details). 
With Lisa’s writing group, I observed them spend a few minutes at the beginning of the 
session catching up and discussing what they would do if Cameron left the group.  Then, about 
16 minutes were dedicated to giving feedback to Ashley on her 3.5-page piece of writing, 17 
minutes were spent on Katie’s 7-page piece, and 27.5 minutes were used for Elizabeth’s 3-page 
piece. The group did not appear to have any norms for deciding the order to discuss the writing 
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in or how much time to allot to each. They worked their way through each page of each writer’s 
piece until they were finished giving and eliciting feedback. 
When Lisa discussed how experiences in writing classes and groups versus her 
experiences with professional development had changed her teaching, she told me that, in 
addition to her growing understanding of writing processes: 
…Probably the biggest change for me came in the understanding of how important 
partner critiquing is, and different ways you can critique people’s stories because I feel 
like in the past it was really easy to just be like oh I can’t deal with the partner work or I 
don’t we’re out of time or things like that. But I guess just the more I recognized how 
much my stories have changed and grown because of other people reading them and 
giving me feedback- and it’s not always just that you take their feedback, but it’s that you 
hear what they’re saying and you make your own choices and decisions… 
In addition to writing her novel, Lisa regularly wrote on-going updates to her resume, e-
mails and Facebook status updates, and lesson plans and class-related materials, like model texts 
for student writing assignments and communications home to students’ families. In the past, she 
had also used writing to prepare for legal proceedings.  
At the time of the study, Lisa’s school, MS 1, had been a Columbia Teachers College 
Reading and Writing Project (TCRWP or TC, as the teachers called it) School for three years, 
which meant that the school site piloted Calkins’ (2006) Units of Study k-5 curriculum in a 
middle school setting and the school staff participated in extensive literacy-based professional 
development. Even with intense support, many teachers had mixed reactions to the curriculum, 
and felt that the English Language Learners were not adequately addressed by the curriculum. 
Since ELLs were a high proportion of their student body, this particularly troubled teachers. In 
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fact, at the time of the study, Lisa was leading a committee working to develop and refine a 
school-wide writing curriculum. However, the TCRWP community provided Lisa with a 
curriculum and extensive professional development that informed both her teaching and writing 
practices. On the Units of Study website Calkins (2008) wrote: 
We've written these teaching resources because writing matters. Demand for professional 
development in writing has far outstripped the Teachers College Reading and Writing 
Project's abilities to provide this support. These books reflect our efforts to hand over 
what we know so that more children can be given opportunities to grow strong as writers 
and more teachers can experience the extraordinary benefits that come from participating 
in a community of practice that evolves alongside a shared inquiry into the teaching of 
writing. (Home tab, para. 1) 
Part of this shared inquiry into the teaching of writing included a focus on teachers writing 
alongside students (Calkins, 1994). In her introductory text in the 3-5 series, Calkins (2006) 
added that in addition to the increased demand for professional development in writing, the 
series came about due to the thriving practice from the Teachers College Reading and Writing 
Project community, the technological revolution that increasingly required and facilitated writing, 
the integration of writing into standardized tests, and the potential for writing workshop to 
transform teachers as well as students (as cited in Calkins, 2008, 3-5 tab, para. 1-5). In fact, Lisa 
spoke to such personal transformation when I asked her about who or what informed the ways 
she learned to write: 
I mean I guess I can begrudgingly give TC a little credit for it too. You know, I mean, 
because I think through them always forcing us to go through the process, I think I have 
learned a lot about what I like and don’t like about writing. Um, so I mean I guess to be 
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fair, like I would say that TC has had a hand in it. 
However, Lisa admitted that although she used to look at the Units of Study curricular 
materials a lot, she rarely did now. She did not even have a set of the books available to her in 
her classroom. She knew the materials and curricular philosophy well, and had engaged in 
extensive professional development through the TCRWP. In the three years before this study 
occurred, Lisa also attended a week-long TCRWP Writing Summer Institute, participated in a 
year-long leadership group about working with advanced readers, attended multiple one-day 
workshops related to upcoming Units of Study genres, and attended school-based lab-sites and 
discussions facilitated by the school’s staff developer about how to best implement the curricula 
in her classroom.   
Overall, Lisa and her fellow eighth grade Language Arts teacher, Jamie, followed the arc 
of the Units of Study curriculum, teaching the genres mostly in order, and using the basic unit 
structure suggested. For example, I observed Lisa during a spring semester teaching historical 
fiction and poetry writing units. The teachers allotted class time to analyzing mentor texts, 
collecting and choosing ideas, developing characters and plots, drafting, revising, editing, and 
publishing. In the observation school year, Lisa had also decided to add an emphasis on peer 
review, based on her writing experiences: 
…A big focus for me this year was really wanting to get the kids doing like authentic 
partner critiquing. And I think in the past like we would have a partner maybe read 
somebody else’s story, but I don’t know that I really push them and taught them the 
different ways that you can critique…We even videotaped part of a writing discussion for 
the kids to watch so that they can see what that looks like and what it sounds like so that 
they would be more willing to try it. And I think that was really helpful for the kids too- 
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to see that I really actually do this, and I believe in it. And I think that that’s like made a 
big difference too…showing the kids like I really, I really do live this. This is something 
that I truly believe in.  
Although Lisa told me she pushed partner critique in the fall, by the time I observed her 
in the spring, this seemed like less of a focus on her instruction. In my observations, peers only 
spent about 6% of total class time talking about their writing, and they did not work with regular 
peer review groups over time. In her classroom, peer review practices may have been difficult to 
sustain because of the significant amounts of time needed for direct instruction, independent 
writing, and general management. 
Lisa’s curricular materials, formal professional development training, and personal 
writing were primarily coherent—they all espoused a writer’s workshop approach to writing 
instruction with an emphasis on choice, creativity, and feedback. In chapter 5, I will explore why 
this helped Lisa—in particular—to draw from her specialized writing discourses and practices in 
her classroom instruction.  
Annette: Becoming a “Vulnerable” Writer and Writing Teacher  
 
Annette taught high school English at College Prep High, an academically-selective 
public high school affiliated with the local university. She had intended to participate in the 
NWP Summer Institute for some time, and was excited to finally have the opportunity to do so. 
In an interview before the Summer Institute, she told me: 
So I teach at College Prep High, and Sam Blackstone was in the original cohort of 
Writing Project people, so he and I have actually been talking about it ever since it started. 
And he’s been encouraging me to go, and I wanted to go, but I’ve always traveled in June, 
and this was sort of the year that the stars aligned…I actually went to, when NCTE was 
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in Florida…the National Writing Project conference the day before. I’ve kind of been like 
a groupie without being in the Writing Project (laughing). 
At the Summer Institute, Annette primarily focused on writing a memoir about her 
experiences as a stepmother (see Appendix F). Hers was one of the most “deeply personal” 
topics, as she described it, addressed in participants’ shared writing. In Detachment Parenting, 
she explored various parenting issues—her process of realizing she would never have her own 
children, her stepdaughter’s changes from a child to a teenager, and her attempts to parent. When 
I asker her about the piece, she told me:  
…It’s about both what my stepdaughter has been going through—about her running away 
so many times in the last year—and sort of my ideas about what it means to be a parent, 
and what the reality has been like, and sort of the disconnect between those two 
(laughing). And the realizations I’ve had…that as white, middle-class, college-educated 
women we’re given messages about our ability to control children. Like if we just make 
the right, informed choices in raising them that we will be able to control the outcome of 
their lives, in a way that I think is not true, and in fact is damaging. That sometimes 
works, but I think it can come at a high cost when it does work. And we also can take 
credit for things that aren’t ours (laughing). 
Annette initially hoped to submit the piece for publication to a feminist or parenting 
magazine. When I asked her if the Summer Institute brought out any qualities in her, she told 
me: 
…I wanted to be able to submit it [the memoir] to like Bitch magazine or Hip Mama, 
which is kind of a less professional parenting zine. And it’s not going there, particularly 
not for Bitch. I mean for Bitch it would have to be a lot more analytical, and I tried to put 
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in some analytical writing, and it is forced. It doesn’t work. Any kind of analysis that I’m 
going to be able to do is going to have to be in the narrative. It’s going to have to be 
implied by the narrative I tell, and that’s not the kind of writing that Bitch publishes. So 
something I’ve realized about myself is, I like feedback on my writing, I like to write for 
a real audience, and I also have this writing that I want to do and I don’t know what the 
audience is, so I don’t quite know what to do with that. And it’s been a little bit less 
motivating to work on since I realized it’s not going to [have a place for publication]. 
In fact, although Annette particularly enjoyed the personal writing time and video 
composition assignments at the Summer Institute, and the way it is “designed in such a way to 
make it really enjoyable and individually rewarding for teachers [because] it’s not content-
driven…[it] feels like almost restorative professional development,” her primary complaint was 
that participants did not receive enough feedback on their writing, especially their video 
compositions: 
…We’re being asked to do a lot of writing and take a lot of risks, particularly I think that 
the video composition was risk for a lot of people—and I don’t think that the way the 
Institute is structured, we’re being given enough feedback. And I know that I am the kind 
of learner that my students are, which means that I desire positive feedback from the 
leaders or the teachers. I know my students want that…I mean I do give them a lot of 
feedback, and I hope that they don’t do stuff that they feel like I don’t give them feedback 
on. But it’s a good reminder of what it feels like to work on something and then just have 
people say like ‘oh that’s nice’ and that be it. 
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After the fall semester, Annette told me that she drew from her own experiences writing 
to plan her instruction, and particularly on ideas about vulnerability learned at the Summer 
Institute. She said that: 
This year, and this comes directly from the Writing Project, has definitely been this 
theme of vulnerability. What is appropriate to be vulnerable with students about, and let 
them see about me and about my writing process and about my history, and how does 
that sort of enrich the classroom community? How does that model for them what can be 
rewarding about writing, and what good composition looks like?... 
She was the only teacher I observed share some of her Summer Institute compositions 
and processes with her students. She even adapted her first student writing assignment to allow 
students to do a reader’s autobiography, a video composition task from the Summer Institute: 
The reader’s autobiography was really interesting, I mean I just kind of decided to throw 
that in there last minute after my experience at the Writing Project. And the stuff I got 
was so great, it was so great. And I think that next year, that’s what I’m going to do, is 
have them do an autobiography of themselves either as a reader or a writer. And I think 
that it really did a lot to set the tone for the class in terms of letting them see a little bit 
about my process and who I am, there was some vulnerability in me sharing with them 
that I feel like was reciprocated in what they wrote back to me, that they let me see some 
things that I wouldn’t have gotten to see about them. And, as a result, I think I had that 
sense of like we are class community earlier than I usually do in the year… 
When she introduced the project the first week of school, I observed Annette share her 
Summer Institute video, Portrait of the Teacher as a Reader: The Early Years, with students. On 
her Summer Institute Portfolio, she described the video’s content: 
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My original idea for this video was to compose a love song to reading. I envisioned a 
series of images of places I like to read, books I've loved reading, and coffee that I have 
consumed while reading (I have a surprising number of photos of coffee from my travels). 
As I started trying to recreate a list of books I've loved reading (I'm nothing if not an 
inconsistent record keeper), I decided to interview my mom about when I learned to read. 
Much to my surprise, she didn't remember me learning to read (!), but shared a number of 
other memories of reading to me and my brothers. Perhaps more importantly, she had 
kept the books and records I ended up using in the video and as I started editing the 
footage, I realized that the film and images had a different story to tell than the one I had 
originally envisioned. The film is still a self-portrait of me as a reader, but it only covers 
the early years and demonstrates the roll of literacy as crowd control in my family 
growing up.  
In the final cut, Annette included audio clips from story records she listened to as a child, 
video tape from her elementary years salvaged from a time capsule, photos of her reading as a 
child, and interviews with her mother about learning to reading (see Figure 4). 
   
Figure 4. Screen shots from Annette’s reader autobiography video of her making coffee (left) 
and story records she listened to in her childhood (right). 
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 Annette did not require students to compose videos, instead giving them multiple options 
for the assignment (see Figure 5). However, she really enjoyed composing her own video, and 
believed that the experience of creating reader autobiographies was compelling for her students, 
too. She recounted to me how: 
…There were some really cool things that happened in those autobiographies. Like there 
was one student in particular who’s a twin, and one of the twins learned…to read before 
the other, and so the one who was a slow reader got all these rewards for reading. And so 
the one who was an early reader kind of stopped. She was like wait a minute, I’m not 
getting rewarded…She just quit, she stopped thinking of herself as a reader. And over the 
course of writing about this, kind of had some realizations about herself, and has become 
much more of a reader. And so, like we had great conversations all first semester about 
what she’s reading and what she likes reading. That’s just been really exciting to see. 
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Figure 5. Annette’s first writing assignment, modified after her Summer Institute experience.  
  Later in the semester, Annette also had her students draw their writing processes, an 
activity we did on the first day of the Summer Institute (see Prior & Shipka, 2003). She modeled 
a drawing for students on the chalkboard of work she was currently engaged in at the time—
composing a presentation for the Writing Project Fall Institute (see Figure 6). In it, she included 
a “due date,” more representations of coffee and food, her computer and the acts of writing and 
revising, and thinking time during travel and conversations. Students, following her lead, 
included similar elements in their descriptions of their own writing activity (see chapter 5).  
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Figure 6. Annette’s writing process drawing of her upcoming presentation, shared in class with 
her students. 
 
During the school year, Annette also wrote on two blogs—a class blog, and a craft blog. 
On the class blog, she documented projects and assignments, and occasionally celebrated 
interesting things they had done in class. For example, in her post Sources for Book Review, 
Annette reviewed students’ assignment to find two reviews of their summer reading book, and 
provided them with a list of links to help them find them (see Appendix F). On her craft blog, 
Annette wrote about things she was crafting—letters, quilts, and knitted items, for example. For 
example, in her post Destashing and it Feels So Good, she used this popular crafting term to talk 
about unloading her unused stash of quilting materials (see Appendix F). She wrote about 
destashing the fabric because she had not been sewing much that year, “the hundreds of dollars 
of fabric that I have sitting in there were making me uncomfortable as they went unused week 
after week,” and a friend of hers had recently begun quilting and Annette thought she could sell 
her some fabric. Then, Annette wrote about her “sense of relief” when working with a leaner 
stash, and discussed how the process of destashing helped inspire her to quilt again. 
Annette also participated in the Letter Writers Alliance, an organization “dedicated to 
preserving this art form.” To use Annette’s word from an invitation she sent out for a Mail Art 
Party, she considered herself a “Wordy-Arty” person. In her invitation, Annette told us “I’ll have 
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envelopes, vintage stamps, ephemera, and other art supplies on hand. If you bring your favorite 
pen, we can write letters and decorate envelopes together.”  Although I could not make the party, 
I did receive a beautiful letter in the mail from Annette a few months later (see Figure 7). This 
was not the only wordy-arty gift I received from Annette—at the Summer Institute, the day after 
I wore a “Midwest is Best” shirt, Annette arrived with a postcard for me from a local letterpress 
(see Figure 9). Annette’s love of literacy and crafting talents were intertwined, and she used 
them to communicate with others and to create and savor beauty. Her Wordy-Arty interests 
sometimes found their way into her classroom work, as I will describe in chapter 5. 
   
Figure 7. A handwritten letter (left) and postcard (right) I received from Annette. 
Overall though, College Prep High was a school primarily focused on supporting 
academic writing. In her application to the Summer Institute, Annette described her teaching 
experience at College Prep High: 
[College Prep High] is a public high school committed to excellence and innovation in 
education. [College Prep High] has a competitive admissions process based on 
application essays, prior academic performance, Secondary School Admission Test 
scores, and two letters of recommendation from previous teachers. Students at [College 
Prep High] live in three counties that surround the University…and speak 32 languages. 
Currently I am teaching Sophomore English, which is a British Literature survey course. 
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In my 15 years at [College Prep High] I have taught subfreshmen (7th and 8th grade 
combined) through seniors. Courses I’ve taught other than grade level survey courses 
include Utopia and Dystopia in Literature, 20th Century War Novels, African-American 
Literature, Current Topics in Social Justice, Gender Studies, and Creative Writing. I am 
currently coordinating the writing center and just finished training our first group of 
student tutors. 
During the fall observation semester, Annette taught two sections of tenth grade English, 
and a gender studies class. For the tenth grade English class that I observed, she received a 
curriculum originally developed by the department head, who was also one of the former tenth 
grade teachers, telling me that the British literature course was: 
…the only course that sort of came to me fully formed in terms of the curriculum. I took 
over it from Ellen Masters [the department chair], and the year I took over it, I was 
teaching one or two sections and another teacher was teaching a section, so we were 
trying to keep the curriculum aligned. Since then, every year I change a writing 
assignment or novel, some piece of it, but the original structure and the original writing 
assignments were already in the class. 
 For their fall semester writing, Annette asked students to write a book review or reader 
autobiography and a poetry explication of Milton’s Paradise Lost. They also did a performance 
of Shakespeare’s As You Like It, and kept on-going reading journals. They were beginning 
reading and writing related to Frankenstein in December. Annette aimed for one multi-draft 
piece of writing every quarter. 
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 Annette also ran the school’s Writer’s Workshop, which she had helped start the year 
before the study. In her End of Year Report, she described the many tasks she engaged in to get 
the Workshop going, including: 
• Organized and scheduled teachers and student tutors (4th quarter) to staff the writing 
center. 
• Visited the director of the University Writer’s Workshop. 
• Observed student tutors at the University Writer’s Workshop. 
• The High School Writing Center: Establishing and Maintaining One, The Successful 
High School Writing Center, Longman Guide to Peer Tutoring.  
• Articulated vision for using student tutors in our writing center and presented that to 
department.  
• Attended the Writing and Literacy Center Meet Up (one day workshop) at NCTE in 
Chicago, November 2011. 
• Visited the Literacy Centers at Niles North and Niles West high school, met with the 
teachers and student tutors who work in those centers, observed tutoring sessions, 
January 2012. 
• Developed plan for doing a trial training of student tutors during Agora Days4 and then 
using them in the writing center 4th quarter. 
• Planned and taught tutor training Agora Days class (with assistance from Sam, Mike, 
Ellen, and Karen5).  
• Developed and advertised student tutor application process to College Prep students. 
• Solicited recommendations for student tutors from College Prep teachers. 
• Formed a committee to aid in selection of student tutors and student leaders. 
• Selected 13 student tutors, and 4 student tutor leaders for 2012-2013. 
• Met with student leaders to develop plans for training and goals for writing center next 
year.   
Annette described the primary objectives for using student tutors in the Workshop as, “1. 
To change the dynamic of the tutoring session from evaluation to collaboration, and 2. To allow 
student tutors the opportunity to improve their own writing by engaging in metacognitive 
conversations about writing.” Her teaching demonstration at the NWP Summer Institute focused 
                                                        4 Agora comes from the Greek word meaning “the market.” For one week at College Prep every 
year, former students, teachers, and parents teach classes on topics of interest during Agora Days 
week. During the observation year, Annette taught two classes—one on “yarnbombing” and one 
called “The Jane Austen Auxiliary Society” (see chapter 5).  
5 These are other English department members at College Prep. 
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on her experiences starting the Workshop at College Prep. At the NWP Fall Conference, Annette 
also did a follow-up talk on the Writing Center, and had students present with her. 
Although Annette found some opportunities to incorporate her wordy-arty interests into 
her instruction, there was a general disconnect between her own writing and the academic 
writing she taught (see chapter 6). However, her development as a vulnerable writer including 
sharing and potentially publishing on “deeply personal” topics, and as a vulnerable writing 
teacher included sharing her personal history and writing processes with students. She believed 
that her students reciprocated the vulnerability in what they wrote and shared, contributing to 
both personal transformations and the creation of classroom community. 
Aaron: A “Networked” Teacher-writer 
 
Aaron taught high school English at Maintown Tech High, part of the Tech High 
Network of schools supported by a non-profit organization with current grant support from the 
Gates Foundation. He came to the NWP Summer Institute because of his longtime interest in 
writing: 
 …Writing is really what got me into English teaching. At my high school I got really 
involved in writing very early. I had one teacher in junior high who recognized, kind of 
commended me on being a good writer. And then that kind of carried through into my 
Freshman year at the high school level, I had a really great set of teachers at that level 
that got me just really involved in creative writing. They had this school-wide event 
called Writers Week where they would bring in professional writers and authors, some 
spoken word performers, and they kind of have this weeklong showcase of writing, and 
then also bring students on stage as well. They talk about the different writing careers, 
and then they have students perform, or, read some of their own work. And that’s really 
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what got me, probably over-involved in my English department. I performed then on 
speech team and did some drama things as well. Because that was, that was my strongest 
subject…I just kind of felt an inner drive as far as writing after that. You know as an 
undergrad here [at the University], I’d heard good things about it [the National Writing 
Project], not from [our local site] but I saw another writing project site present some 
things at NCTE, so between seeing what I saw there and hearing about it on Twitter and 
some other professional contacts kind of pushed me to apply.  And since it’s now in my 
hometown, why not? 
In our writing group, Aaron shared a variety of texts—a narrative account of his earliest 
writing memory, the first of a series of blog posts calling for his Network to add an A/V 
component to facilitate student feedback, and a current narrative small moment from his life. For 
example, Aaron’s blog post @techhighnetwork Bring on the A/V to Echo Tasks! #echoAV was 
the first of a four-part series where he advocated that the network make “an addition [to their 
online platform] that would make feedback multimodal. I hope to see that Echo Tasks will allow 
teachers to record audio or video feedback as part of the assessment process” (see Appendix G). 
He described how “the idea for this feature came to me as I have participated in the NWP and 
reflected on writing assessment/feedback practices,” and his goal of using his blog posts to 
“create an online campaign,” including discussions on Twitter and a Google Form, as well as a 
Change.org petition for parents, students, administrators, and other stakeholders. Aaron shared a 
draft of this piece with our writing group before he published it because he took this advocacy 
work seriously, and hoped his ideas would inspire change. Aaron also shared a narrative piece, 
Tacklebox Weddings, at the end of the Summer Institute (see Appendix G). In it, he wrote about 
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his best friend Ryan’s upcoming proposal to his girlfriend, and was beginning to explore his own 
feelings about it.  
Aaron enjoyed working with our writing group at the Summer Institute, but struggled to 
prioritize his various desires in order to focus on one kind of writing, telling me: 
…What I really wanted to do this summer was sit down and go through all my 
assignments, and write them as if I were a student again. One, to develop model or 
mentor texts, and two, to kind of troubleshoot where some of my prompts didn’t turn out 
as I wanted them to. But also really try to get a grasp on how I can support [the] Common 
Core…[I wanted] show that I would write with students, even though I may not feel like I 
have time in the classroom to do that. But there was the struggle of balance- what kind of 
writing do I want to do to kind of further my career, what kind of writing do I want to do 
to get back to personal and relationship writing that I used to do as far as kind of writing 
short stories or poetry about the things that are going on around me? But that was really, 
those three forces really were a balancing act. I had to really set priorities for something I 
didn’t think I’d have to set priorities for and plan (laughing)… 
Like other teachers who initially felt uncomfortable sharing personal writing, he intentionally 
waited to bring in his most personal writing until the end of the Summer Institute. He told me, 
“…I was slow to open up to some of the more personal writing that I was doing as I could kind 
of read people and also hear what they were producing…That has to do, I think, with figuring 
out a balance of career and personal writing other people were doing too…” Like Annette, he felt 
like this personal writing made him vulnerable, and hoped he would “get the bravery to share [it] 
with my friends and family.” 
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Aaron’s overall experience of the NWP Summer Institute was also positive. He told me 
that his favorite part was, “…choosing my own route- we had a lot of time that was slotted for 
writing or for the tech projects…” Like other teachers, he also thought the self-guided and 
collaborative nature of the Summer Institute made it a unique professional development 
experience. In fact, he recently joined the teacher leadership team to help run future Summer 
Institutes.  
Outside of the NWP Summer Institute, Aaron wrote a teaching-focused blog and Twitter 
account. He started his blog in college as a pre-service teacher, and primarily used it to celebrate 
positive teaching moments, and to promote and catalogue his work. Through Twitter, he tended 
to collaborate with fellow Tech High Network teachers and interested others on topics related to 
education and his classroom. He told me: 
…I blog a lot about our classroom experiences and some of the projects we do in my 
class. I teach in a wing of our school that does all project-based learning so I’m always 
trying to create that school culture, celebrate student accomplishments, and some of the 
things that they take upon themselves. So I blog about that and then I write back and forth 
to some colleagues on Twitter. I’ll write for Twitter on these Tuesday night Twitter chats 
about project-based learning.  
Aaron was also engaged in academic writing for class assignments in a Masters degree program 
in administration. 
During the fall observation semester, Aaron co-taught two tenth-grade humanities section 
with a social studies teacher, Katie, as well as an AVID (Advancement Via Individual 
Determination) College Readiness class. The curriculum in the class I observed, one of the tenth-
grade humanities classes, was project-based. Per Tech High Network’s vision, Aaron and Katie 
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incorporated technology and culture building to support project based learning in their classroom. 
Before the Summer Institute began, Aaron told me: 
…I usually get writing-intensive curriculums sophomore year…So I work in the Tech 
High branch of Maintown…[and] we’ve got a parent organization that we’re a member 
of. So they provide a lot of materials and professional development and training for us on 
doing project-based learning and teaching in a one-to-one laptop school environment. 
This year they made a literacy focus on what they call Literacy Tasks… 
During my observations, Aaron and Katie designed and implemented writing components 
for their projects, such as: persuasive radio commercials related to the presidential election, 
narrative crime dramas, and cause/effect essays on gangs and violence. Alongside the writing, 
students read Rose’s (1954) 12 Angry Men and Sanchez’s (2000) memoir My Bloody Life about 
life in the Latin Kings gang in Chicago, and completed numerous activities, like performing 
plays and watching documentaries. 
More than any of the other teachers, Aaron’s own writing was intimately tied to his 
instruction. For example, his writing across the National Writing Project and his blog developed 
his classroom inquiry into assessment over time. In October after the Summer Institute, he wrote 
on his blog: 
…Little did I realize this past summer how a response to a book would turn into a blog 
post... and then turn into a National Writing Project teaching demo... and then into an 
Ignite talk... and then turn into a bridge to the expert author-consultants visiting 
throughout the year to help our high school develop better writing instruction practices 
across the contents. There's the power of blogging and social media for you… 
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The blog post that he mentions as the initiator of this inquiry was one of his National 
Writing Project entries on a book that all participants read together and discussed, Spandel’s 
(2005) The 9 Rights of Every Writer: A Guide for Teachers. Aaron was particularly interested in 
two of the nine rights discussed—the right to be assessed well, and the right to go beyond 
formula. In his blog post, he wrote that he wanted to use these ideas to compose one of his 
assigned videos at the Summer Institute about avoiding formulaic writing and rubrics in the 
classroom. He wrote “I intend to use this as a video not just for National Writing Project but also 
as a potential script / practice-run for an Ignite Presentation I hope to give at [Tech High] 
network’s annual conference later in July.” As described on Tech High’s website, “The Tech 
High Annual Conference closing session features a series of Ignite talks. These 5 minute talks 
are rapid fire set to slides that rotate every 20 seconds and can be inspirational, informative, 
political or any of the above.” Aaron did, in fact, base his National Writing Project teaching 
demo and video assignment, as well as his Ignite talk video on ideas from Spandel’s book (see 
Figure 8).   
 
  
Figure 8. Still shots from Aaron’s Summer Institute demonstration and video (left), and his Tech 
High Annual Conference Ignite presentation (right).  
 
Aaron used the acrostic FRACK-ing to stand for “Formulaic Requirements and Creativity 
Killers,” and chose the word because of its negative connotations as a hydraulic fracturing 
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process whereby fossil fuels are pushed up out of the earth, and as an accepted expletive in the 
Battlestar Gallactaca television series. In his Ignite talk, he said that: 
…We live in a fracked up world don’t we? …We’ve come to the point where we solve 
the problems on the surface without caring much what’s underneath. But nothing 
concerns the human race more than the fracking facilitated in our classrooms…My 
contention is the fracking encourages our kids to think like mindless, fracking cylons… 
Aaron posted all of these videos and presentations on his blog, and in October, he was 
mentioned by Vicky Spandel on her own blog post Avoiding Formula—While Meeting Common 
Core Standards, where she linked readers to his Ignite video for “innovative comments on 
avoiding formula and prompting thinking among our young writers.” Aaron celebrated this 
connection on his own blog and through Twitter. In his blog post response Building Bridges with 
Blogging: Now Connected to Some Great Authors, Aaron wrote that: 
…A fellow Tech High Annual Conference Ignite-er, Theresa Shafer, put together a very 
moving piece that I have used in my class and referenced at least once a week not 
that captures my fascination with this cross-country connection. In “Bridges and Fences” 
Shafer asks our Tech High Annual Conference audience whether we will build bridges to 
new experiences or to new people or whether we will box our minds and our hearts in. I 
am happy to say that this is one case where my bridge just made the world a bit 
smaller…Hopefully, this could develop into a lasting relationship that benefits my 
students. As a teacher on-the-ground, I'm constantly trying to translate the theory into 
better practice….” 
During the fall semester, he told me that he was using his demonstration research from the 
Summer Institute to develop Common Core writing rubrics for his school, “...The things I talked 
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about with [in my demonstration on] writing good rubrics are things I am doing with the Writing 
Committee….” He was also expanding his interests in Spandel’s 9 rights to focus on classroom 
culture and peer feedback to writing. 
Aaron used his writing not just to deepen his inquiry and build professional bridges for 
himself, but also to build bridges for his students. For example, the year prior to the study, Aaron 
began a project in his classroom based on a request from the mayor for his students to create a 
PSA to be broadcast on the public access channel about gangs and violence, issues that affected 
the community. Aaron and Katie designed a unit around a book, My Bloody Life, written by a 
former Latin King gang member in Chicago.  On Twitter, Aaron threw around the idea with his 
network colleagues that it would be neat to connect with the team that produced The Interrupters, 
a documentary about the non-profit group Cease Fire and their community-based effort to stop 
gang violence in Chicago, initially tweeting, “@jennann516 Also looking at perhaps getting a 
copy of or setting up an event to view @TheInterrupters as a supplement to cause-effect disc.” 
Through Twitter and e-mail, Aaron was able to build relationships with The Interrupters team 
that turned into a long-term partnership. These tweets showcase their early relationship: 
Aaron: There are rumors of a really “really” big Skype interview being set up between 
@maintowntechhigh and @The Interrupters…all thanks to @techhighnetwork 
 
The Interrupters: @aaronb it’s definitely going to happen! We loved the idea of a kids-
organized screening too much not to have it. 
 
Building up to and following the Skype interview, Aaron initially wrote a series of four 
blog posts documenting the project. The next school year, when I observed, he once again set up 
a Skype interview, this time with one of the documentary participants, Cobe (see Figure 9). 
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Figure 9. Aaron’s Skype session between his students and The Interrupters. 
Afterwards, he received a request from the team to partner with Chicago Public school teachers. 
On a new blog post in the now six-part series, he wrote:  
Over the weekend, I got an email from one of my contacts at Kartemquin Films, the 
documentary company behind The Interrupters, who wanted to put me in touch with 
other teacher-advocates who would like to build similar projects. As our trusting 
partnership with Kartemquin blooms, I am finding that some Chicago Public Schols [sic] 
are interested in partnering with my students…And the partnerships grow!...Students 
helping students: there are no fences separating our schools.  
The Interrupters team followed up with a link to this post on Twitter, “Students helping 
students: there are no fences separating our schools. Link to Aaron’s blog.” One of Aaron’s 
network colleagues similarly celebrated the partnership, tweeting “Your tweets w/ @aaronb were 
in my Ignite talk. Link to her talk. @The Interrupters are bridge builders!” Networking was 
something that was celebrated by the Tech High Network, by their community partners, and by 
Aaron. At the beginning of the Skype interview with Cobe, for example, Aaron told his students 
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“We want to connect with things that will make change in your life, in this city, or wherever you 
go.” Comments like these were also common in writing and in conversation (see Figure 10). 
 
Figure 10. Aaron’s focus on network-building was pervasive. 
Aaron’s professional and everyday writing were profoundly intermixed, and highlight the 
possibilities for dialogic interplay between writing and teaching. In particular, his writing 
developed classroom inquiry by facilitating connections, the sharing and discussion of ideas, and 
the celebration of inquiry and networking. Aaron’s writing also built bridges for himself and his 
students by enabling collaboration with community organizations and other school districts on 
projects about relevant issues. In other words, Aaron’s networked writing facilitated dialogue, 
and had implications for his classroom practices. 
Alice: An Aspiring “Teacher-scholar” 
 
Alice taught freshman composition at a large university, and was also a doctoral student 
in the Writing Studies division of the English department. After obtaining her degree, Alice 
intended to eventually work as a tenure-track professor in an English department. When we were 
talking about her syllabus construction in an interview, she told me that “…I really want to be a 
teacher-scholar, and for teaching to be as important as research, but it [teaching] can so easily 
consume so much time that I feel like I’m falling behind.” 
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 Alice was involved in a wide variety of academic writing pursuits at the time of the 
study. Over the course of the fall observation semester, she engaged in a variety of personally 
meaningful writing tasks, including required academic projects (e.g., her special fields qualifying 
exam), additional academic projects (i.e., two journal submissions), and reflective writing (i.e., 
teaching notebooks, daily personal journal, qualifying exams reflection). Alice discussed how 
difficult it initially was for her to maintain personal writing when she entered academia: 
I’ve kept a journal since kindergarten. But a lot of time, especially during my Masters 
and the last 2 years [during my doctoral program], it’s been a place to kind of rant and 
make to-do lists….[Recently, I’ve been] trying to make writing in my journal an almost 
daily practice and I’ve been trying to force myself not to make lists. I really like that.  I 
feel like I’m back to meaningful journal writing.  
 Overall, however, there was a remarkable fluidity between her personal and professional 
writing, and Alice had extensive institutional supports to pursue personally meaningful writing. 
At different points during the semester, Alice had in-person meetings and conversations about 
her writing with her advisor, supervisors, program peers, and academic writing group. She also 
capitalized on both her in-person and virtual relationships to gather materials (e.g., sample 
mentor texts and readings), collaborate on writing, and get feedback. To prepare for her fields 
exam, for example, she: shared her questions and preparatory documents with her writing group, 
advisor, and mock exam group (composed of peers in the program); went to dinner with her 
fellow graduate students to “talk about questions over fried chicken;” and looked at documents 
prepared by former students where they described their exam preparations and experiences. 
Alice described to me a time when she read a fellow student’s account of how “spending time at 
a bar talking to…[her partner] was helpful,” and that gave her the idea to talk about her exam 
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responses with her own partner. When Alice completed her exam, she prepared a similar 
document for future students, called “Alice’s Special Fields Process in Micro-Detail,” where she 
gave an overview of the five month timeline for her preparation, overall tips, and specific advice 
for creating a reading list and keeping track of what you read (see Figure 11). 
 
Figure 11. An excerpt from Alice’s advice writing, Special Fields Process in Micro-Detail.  
 
In our academic writing group, composed primarily of doctoral students in education, we 
shared and got feedback on various writing tasks, including course papers, conference proposals, 
and journal submissions. During the observation period, she shared writing related to her 
upcoming field exam and a journal submission in preparation. In her writing, Field Exam 
Rationale and List, Alice developed her argument for her dissertation research that “seeks to 
develop a richer, more grounded understanding of what it means to learn and employ particular 
styles of writing (and other semiotic performances) in particular disciplines,” and shared a 
reading list organized in four sections—“Writing in Specialized Communities,” “Sociocultural 
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Notions of Learning, Socialization, and Identity,” “Discursive Recognizability,” and “Methods 
and Methodology” (see Appendix H). She asked our writing group to read just the first paragraph 
of this document to help her refine her Questions for Special Field Exam (see Appendix H).  
Alice also shared a draft of her collaboratively written article, Voices from Language 
Partners: Prisoners and University Volunteers Teaching Together, with our writing group for a 
second time to discuss the feedback she recently received for a conditional acceptance (see 
Appendix H). The article details the experiences of incarcerated learners (“Learning Partners”), 
incarcerated ESL teachers (“Teaching Partners”), and university volunteers (“Resource 
Partners”) in an ESL program called Language Partners at a men’s high-medium security prison. 
Alice, along with many other English department graduate students, participated as a Resource 
Partner in the program. The first time she brought the piece to the writing group, we discussed 
the title and introduction; this time, we talked about one of the reviews that asked her to 
“significantly cut” the manuscript in order to give it a more “logical flow.” Alice shared how her 
desire to “include the voices of all [emphasis added] the participants,” particularly the prisoners, 
made it difficult for her to figure out where to cut. Our group discussed some possibilities for 
reorganization, and agreed to read the entire piece and make more detailed comments before our 
next session. Upon eventual publication, she thanked each writing group member for “feedback 
at various stages of the writing process” in the acknowledgments.   
Although Alice was a confident writer who shared her own research interests and 
personal writing with her students, she was “constantly grappling with feelings of insecurity as a 
[writing] teacher.” During her second year teaching Rhet 105, she wanted to develop a syllabus 
that capitalized on her expertise, and felt some freedom to do that. She said: 
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I felt like all the cool stuff I was learning about in Writing Studies and was passionate 
about we weren’t getting to that [in the syllabus required for first year Rhet teachers], 
there wasn’t time for that. And I wanted to make more time for that. Sort of like I wanted 
to feel like more of an expert in my course.  I had heard about the Writing about Writing 
idea, maybe in journal articles written by the editors, and saw the book at…[a] 
conference and ordered it, and decided that I was going to try it…. I am really glad I’m 
teaching this new textbook. 
Alice was implementing Wardle and Downs’ (2011) Writing About Writing: A College 
Reader book and suggested curriculum for the first time during the observation semester. Her 
syllabus began with a section called, ‘What is this Course About?,’ that read: 
This is a “writing about writing” class. Whereas other Rhetoric classes might ask you to 
write about a local or global issue that interests you, this class asks you to write about 
writing—about all of your experiences as a reader and writer, in and out of school, and 
especially during college. Since all of you will select different majors and have different 
careers, it’s impossible for a single course to teach you how to write for any context, 
genre, purpose, and audience. Instead, this course will help you develop a deeper 
understanding of your won writing and build knowledge about writing that you can apply 
to other college courses and beyond. You will read research by scholars who study 
writing as a springboard for reflecting on your own experiences. You will conduct your 
own research and write about it, and I will respond to your writings. At the end of class, 
you will collect your work in a portfolio, and reflect on your development over the course 
of the semester. I will grade your portfolio as a whole. 
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Writing assignments included informal writings (reading responses, peer reviews, and in-
class writing), and four major assignments—a writing process analysis, an analysis of a writing 
construct (e.g., error, plagiarism), an ethnography of a discourse community, and a reflective 
essay and portfolio. Alice had three primary goals for her students, to develop: rhetorical 
knowledge, skills in research and inquiry, and skills in writing-as-a-process. 
As with her own writing, Alice capitalized on both material supports and relationships to 
inform her development of curricular and instructional materials. For example, the Wardle and 
Downs’ (2011) curriculum offered support for teachers, including a blog written by the authors 
and summer trainings for teachers across the country. Alice was proactive in seeking support 
from this virtual community. For example, she e-mailed the textbook authors to ask for sample 
materials, and in response they granted her access to their training materials, including sample 
syllabi and student papers. Alice then reached out to course instructors around the country—
including an in-person colleague (a fellow graduate student who previously implemented the 
curriculum)—and received advice, example syllabi, and even sample student work from them 
(see Figure 12).   
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Figure 12. A sample e-mail Alice sent to an instructor in Florida requesting support. 
Collegiality and resource sharing was not just related to Alice’s proactive nature; rather, 
it was built into the structure of academia and her graduate program. Part of her disciplinary 
enculturation involved learning not just to capitalize on such networks, but also how to 
contribute through her own research, writing, and teaching. 
However, Alice frequently “stressed out” about the ways she taught the course (e.g., the 
assignments she selected, how she connected the readings and assignments, the ways she 
grouped students for class work). She thought she was “over resourced” but had too little time to 
improve her teaching. Similarly, she felt pulls on her time to engage in research and to teach. She 
said: 
[Time] is so connected to identity as a grad student. I think of [a fellow graduate 
student], who always says that the students at a Research 1 institution, their problem is 
    
101 
that their TAs have priorities other than teaching…I actually love doing course 
planning…and reading blogs about teaching and talking to other people and reflecting on 
my own teaching, I really value it and find it so rewarding. I really want to be a teacher-
scholar, and for teaching to be as important as research, but it can so easily consume so 
much time that I feel like I’m falling behind.  
When I followed up, asking her if we academics could really do it all, she replied that 
“probably everyone has those insecurities.  [But] on the job market you have to portray yourself 
as kind of a wonder person.” This sentiment, which was expresses at multiple points over the 
course of the study, nods to the ways that Andrea’s institutional rewards, like a future job in 
academia, informed the ways she distributed her time and labor. However, the high alignment 
between the subject matter Alice taught and her personal writing interests allowed her to 
frequently capitalize on her writing experiences in her instruction.  
Underlying all six cases is the role of participation across varied settings and with 
different collaborators in writing and teaching writing. Collaboration was critical to Lisa’s 
pursuit of becoming a professional writer, Annette’s increased vulnerability, Hannah and 
Samantha’s writing and teaching about cultural border crossing, Aaron networked writing and 
teaching, and Alice’s scholarly writing and instruction. The blurring between the teachers’ 
professional and everyday worlds also made the profoundly dialogic nature of teaching writing 
visible—the topic of the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER 5 
CONNECTIONS ACROSS WRITING AND TEACHING 
The teachers in this study used their academic and non-academic literacy practices in 
their lives to make meaning in the world. We know that students similarly participate in literacy 
as a meaning-making endeavor. However, academic literacies are often seen as being at odds 
with everyday literacies. Lankshear and Knobel (2006), for example, argue that the new social 
practices and literacies associated with the information technology revolution are largely ignored 
in schools, and Hull and Schultz (2002) point out the tendency: 
…to build and reify a great divide between in school and out of school and that 
sometimes this dichotomy relegates all good things to out-of-school contexts and 
everything repressive to school. Sometimes it dismisses the engagement of children with 
non-school learning as merely frivolous or remedial or incidental (p. 3).  
Theories such as funds of knowledge (Moll, Amanati, Neff, & Gonzalez, 1992) and 
connected learning (Ito et al., 2013) attempt to connect academic and everyday knowledge in 
school. The funds of knowledge theory seeks to reframe deficit notions of students’ cultures by 
encouraging instruction that capitalizes “on household and other community resources” (Moll, 
Amanati, Neff, & Gonzalez, 1992, p. 133). Primarily through participant-observer visits to 
minority student households, researchers have documented how teachers learn to value the 
diverse home knowledge of their students (e.g., farming, construction, trade, and finance) and 
transform their instructional practices and relationships with students and families. Similarly, 
connected learning is a framework for understanding and supporting adolescent learning by 
encouraging diverse pathways to learning and the utilization of new media; it brings together 
peer support, interest-driven learning, and an academic orientation as the crucial contexts for 
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learning (Ito et al., 2013). Researchers believe that “by focusing educational attention on the 
links between different spheres of learning—peer culture, interests, and academic subjects—we 
can better support interest-driven and meaningful learning in ways that take advantage of the 
democratizing potential of digital networks and online resources” (Ito et al., 2013, p. 87). 
However, few studies have focused on how teachers connect their own academic and everyday 
knowledge in school, or how the recognition of such connections enriches teaching. Roozen 
(2007), for example, traces the profound interplay between a math teacher’s instruction, sketch 
comedy, and gaming—an example I will return to at the end of this chapter. Similarly, in a 
forthcoming chapter, Paul Prior, Kevin Roozen, Sonia Kline and I explore how three teachers’ 
out-of-school blog, creative, and fan fiction writing influences their writing instruction. 
Like the students typically featured in out-of-school literacy research, the teachers in this 
dissertation study drew from their everyday practices in their schoolwork. In their teaching, they 
brought in their particular interests from personal writing, used the specialized discourses and 
writing processes of their writing, and capitalized on their developing writing identities. 
Particularly through observations across sites, interviews, and the examination of their writing, 
connections across the teachers’ trajectories of participation across literate practices became 
visible. 
Teacher Writing that Bridges Personal Interests into the Classroom  
Writing teachers today often work in tension—we are called to incorporate digital 
technologies and student interests into our teaching, while simultaneously working within 
increasingly regulated settings and with mandated scripted curricula. Although we are rarely 
asked to draw from our own interests and hobbies in our instruction, many of us find ways to 
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bring them into our classrooms. With my middle school students, for example, I often shared my 
passions for dystopian literature, creative writing, and artwork (see Figure 13).  
 
Figure 13. This section of our classroom was dedicated to artwork created by us (including my 
own). 
 
Many of my personal interests had direct curricular ties, and I was able to make spaces to 
share them with my students, either in the literacy curriculum or our classroom culture. The 
sharing and recognition of such extracurricular interests, I believe, encouraged students to bring 
their interests in the classroom as well. Juan, whose drawing is featured on the upper left-hand 
corner of the photo below, was eager to share his beautiful illustrations, even though he rarely 
finished writing assignments and was generally disengaged in school. Javier, an eager student 
who sometimes had trouble seeing writing projects through to the end, brought me a fan fiction 
novel that he worked on at home for me to read each week. Maria, a talented poet, asked to start 
a lunchtime poetry writing group that met in our classroom. Although I did not always create 
official curricular opportunities for their personal composing interests, I attempted to show 
students that I had such interests as well and to create spaces for extracurricular passions in our 
classroom.  
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Each of the case study teachers also bridged their personal writing interests into their 
classrooms—with their students, Hannah and Samantha shared their interests in writing about 
culture, Lisa in creative writing, Annette in knitting and letter writing, Aaron in technology, and 
Alice in writing research. Because I detail Lisa and Aaron’s work with creative writing and 
technology at other points in this dissertation, in this section I focus on Hannah and Samantha, 
Annette, and Alice. Lisa, though, often shared her interests and experiences in creative writing 
with students when teaching them using a writing workshop curriculum, and Aaron frequently 
highlighted his passion for technology in his one-to-one laptop classroom with a project-based 
curriculum. 
 Recall that Hannah and Samantha both used their NWP Summer Institute Writing time to 
write narrative pieces about their experiences visiting or living in other cultures. Particularly as 
ESL teachers, such stories were central to their identities and understandings about teaching and 
learning. In an interview after the Summer Institute, for example, Samantha told me that: 
I originally…wanted to write for kids more…I have this other story [that I did not share 
with our writing group] that I rea:lly loved about going to visit this old fort we used to go 
to [when we lived abroad]. It was just this old mud, falling down fort, but it was so: cool. 
It was right by a water salvage they call [it], a water system. And it was just enchanting- 
you know you’re walking into an oasis, there’s this old fort, there’s the water there, it’s 
just so enchanting. And sometimes we would interact with kids going by with their goats 
and whatever and my kids would interact with them, and we always had such great times 
there. I wanted to have that be a story of many of my kids interacting with kids from the 
country. I thought that would be instructive and respective as well of both cultures maybe, 
or of that journey crossing cultures. 
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Hannah similarly wrote about her travels crossing cultures, telling our writing group at 
the Summer Institute about an awkward interchange between her American friend and a Thai 
man on mission trip she took in college when she shared her piece Ugly American (see Appendix 
C). The piece ends with the line “But mostly, it was unforgettable because whenever I hear the 
term ‘ugly American’ I remember Suzy.” After she read the piece aloud, Samantha laughed in 
recognition of similar experiences, saying “Oh, I remember [my own] Suzy.” Hannah responded, 
“It was so embarrassing, I really wanted to die. I was like, ‘stop it.’” When asked for more 
information about the trip and group she was traveling with, Hannah said: 
This was when I was in college. It was a mission group, and we just went to support a 
church and help them out. We did VBS [Vacation Bible School] and stuff like that. We 
went out to explore and our team leader was really nervous, because he didn’t trust us 
[Samantha laughing]. He didn’t trust us at all [Hannah laughing]. I was kind of like, I 
didn’t trust them [my fellow team members], I didn’t know if we were going to make it 
back. But it was so much fun… 
In their writing classroom, Samantha and Hannah similarly encouraged students to 
celebrate their journeys with culture crossing, positioning them as experts on their cultures. In 
the first week of classes, for example, I observed Hannah beginning the process of situating 
students as experts during Student of the Day sharing. Students wrote and talked about their 
families, things they liked, hobbies, favorite foods, and their home countries. Anjali, for example, 
shared that she was 6 years old, had 1 brother, liked to color and read, can sing, liked to eat 
strawberries, and was from Pakistan. Over the course of the fall semester, Hannah and Samantha 
developed a country project where students researched and presented on their home countries 
(see Figure 14).  
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Figure 14. A bulletin board highlighting students’ research for the country project in Hannah and 
Samantha’s writing class. 
 
During the unit, Hannah told me “We’re doing country studies of all the kids. So, it’s 
very social studies [focused] in the beginning [of the year] because we’re doing a lot of basic 
things to make sure kids have language skills that they can access their background knowledge. 
And then help them feel like they are an expert, even though English is such a challenge for 
them….” At the end of the project, students did presentations on their countries and the teachers 
videotaped them. Samantha explained to me that the country studies were an important part of 
building up to the testimonios in the spring: 
The country study I think was major because it connected them with their country and 
how proud they are, that they know things that nobody else knows about their country. 
And then, their feelings are important because they’re going to add that [to the 
testimonios]. But also it has to do with their interaction with language, and I think we just 
need more experience with language (laughing) before then [the testimonio unit]. 
Hannah and Samantha’s own personal interests in thinking and writing about culture 
mapped on to an ESL first grade writing workshop curriculum, where the topics and genres of 
writing were open. They were able to scaffold a curriculum to help their students talk, write, and 
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think about cultural border crossing, much like the writing and thinking they enjoyed doing 
themselves. 
Alternatively, Annette’s interests in crafting and letter writing did not fit well with her 
day-to-day curriculum that focused on the analysis of literature and academic writing. However, 
she was able to bring her hobby and writing interests into school during Agora Days, a week set 
aside at College Prep for teaching on interests not traditionally covered in school. On Annette’s 
guest post on the Letter Writers Alliance site, she wrote about her experience this year:  
Agora Days take place the 3rd week in February at College Prep where I teach English, 
Social Justice, and Gender Studies). The tradition started in 1977 (you can read a little 
more history in this student newspaper article) [linked to article] and it is an opportunity 
for students, teachers, parents, and interested community members to teach classes about 
topics they are passionate about and wouldn't normally get covered in school.   
 
A sampling of courses taught in the past few years: Quidditch, Belegarth (previously 
called "Medieval Combat," and largely an excuse to run around and hit each other with 
foam weapons), Improv, Flight of the Conchords, Back to Kindergarten, Skateboarding 
Culture, Gender and the Media, Hip-Hop Poetry, Build a Bicycle, Greek Cooking, 
Cupcake Decorating, Birding, and many more. 
 
In the last couple years, I've taught a beginning knitting class that turned into a 
knitbomb [linked to Annette’s Flickr feed] class, a letterpress poetry class [linked to 
Annette’s craft blog post about Agora days from the year before]; and this year, a class 
called The Jane Austen Auxiliary Society during which another English teacher and I had 
a chance to do a few of the supplemental activities that enrich the teaching of an Austen 
novel that we don't always have time for in class. On the first day of the class, we hosted 
a fiddler (our school librarian) and dance instructor [linked to a Flickr photo] who taught 
the students several English Country dances in preparation for our "ball" on the last day 
of class.  
 
 [Two photographs of students writing with quills and ink.] 
 
Through my participation in the Month of Letters Challenge, I met a person who 
corresponds in character and she sent me two goose quills, ink, a book on penmanship, 
and a couple sample letters written with ink and quill. We used these on the second day 
of class to begin our letter writing. My co-teacher found a sample ball invitation in the 
book What Jane Austen Ate, and Charles Dickens Knew and we wrote invitations to 
the ball [linked to Flickr photos] all of our students. During class, we had a quill and ink 
demonstration by another of our fabulous librarians [linked to school website] (this one 
with excellent penmanship) and then let the students lose with the quills, folding 
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instructions, and sealing wax.  They all sent replies to our invitations, hand delivered by 
postmistress Lucie (natch).  
 
[Two photographs of students writing and sealing envelopes with wax.] 
 
On the third day we started class by sharing a little more information about how Jane 
Austen would have composed letters, and key passages from Emma about the practice of 
reading letters out loud. There is a lot to be discussed about the role of letters in a society 
where unsupervised contact between single men and women is not allowed (Jane Fairfax 
and Frank Churchill conduct a secret engagement entirely through letters in Emma, and 
as a result Jane is always contriving to go to the post office by herself). Additionally, 
well-written and interesting letters were often read aloud to pass the time and share 
information.  If we had more than four days for our class, we could have easily spent a 
day reading aloud key letters from Austen's novels both as an illustration of the practice, 
but also for the enjoyment of the letters; two that jump to mind are Mr. Darcy's letter to 
Elizabeth Bennet after she turns down his proposal in Pride and Prejudice and Captain 
Wentworth's letter to Anne Elliot in Persuasion. 
 
The remainder of the third day was given over to letter writing. I showed students folded 
and wax sealed letters that I had received through the USPS and several of them wrote 
letters that they took home to mail to family members. Others wrote letters to each other 
or their friends not in our class that our postmistress dutifully delivered. My favorite 
product of the third day is this Study of a Letter that my student [name redacted] created 
and gave me permission to share. Her study nicely demonstrates cross writing as well as 
the general consensus that none of my students are comfortable writing in cursive. On our 
final day of class, the musician and dancing instructor returned and we danced and drank 
tea.  
 
Annette also wrote about Agora days on her craft blog and class blog, and uploaded pictures of 
students composing to Flickr and Facebook (see Figure 15).  
 
Figure 15. Agora Days projects in Annette’s Jane Austen Auxiliary Society and yarnbombing 
classes (photos taken by Annette). 
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When I observed her teaching the yarnbombing class, Annette told me that for Agora 
Days students are required to take two academic courses, giving the example of political cartoon 
analysis, and one of the students argued that they were learning academic things in the 
yarnbombing class, and it “should qualify as Fine Arts class.” Students deployed their 
yarnbombs throughout the school—hanging from lights in the library, on traffic cones sitting in 
the snow outside, and on banisters in the hallway (see Figure 16). 
 
Figure 16. Some of the deployed yarnbombs—monsters hanging in the library (left), and on 
traffic cones outside (right). 
 
For Annette, her wordy-arty interests were not simply an “extracurricular” focus. Even 
when teaching her regular literary analysis syllabus, she sometimes incorporated artwork and 
crafting into her lessons. For example, as described in chapter 4, based on an activity where we 
drew our writing processes at the NWP Summer Institute, Annette had her students draw and 
discuss their own writing processes in November. She similarly asked students to draw when 
reading Paradise Lost. To teach comparison, she allowed students to experiment with legos, 
tinkertoys, and play doh (see Figure 17).  
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Figure 17. Student artwork from the Writing Processes assignment, Paradise Lost unit, and 
comparison assignment (photo on bottom by Annette). 
 
About the lego and play doh activity, she wrote on her class blog: 
I tried an experiment today. I’m working with my Sophomores to get across the idea of a 
meaningful comparison as we prepare to write their literary comparison essay. They 
worked together to write a short essay yesterday making a meaningful comparison 
between College Prep and a previous school they attended and today they had to build a 
model of their argument and then reflect on what building the model showed them about 
their writing. They are currently answering the following reflection questions about the 
process: 
• Do you feel like you made a meaningful comparison in your essay? Restate it in 
your own words. 
• What did building a model of your essay reveal to you about your argument? 
• What edits did you make to your essay after building the model? 
• Do you feel like you understand what I mean when I say “meaningful 
comparison”? 
Of course, being College Prep Students, they had their own ideas of what their model 
might look like. This one involved dinosaurs and unicorns. 
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Although Annette incorporated artwork and crafting into her curriculum more than I anticipated, 
she did see a divide between her own writing and the type of writing she asked of her students, 
and between personal writing and academic literary analysis (see chapter 6).   
Of all the teachers, Alice’s curriculum was most intentionally aligned to her own 
interests—she was a writing researcher teaching a ‘writing about writing’ class. Like the major 
assignments she gave, she was often thinking about her writing processes, analyzing writing 
constructs (like voice, in her case), studying discourse communities, and reflecting on her writing. 
Again, during the observation semester, she was preparing to take her special fields exam, 
working on two journal submissions and revisions, and doing reflective writing about her 
teaching and writing processes. I observed her teach lessons on searching for scholarly sources, 
giving peer feedback on writing, doing citations and paraphrasing, dissecting research questions 
to aid in searching for sources, and analyzing mentor texts. She sometimes shared her own 
writing (like a revise and resubmit review she received for a journal article when teaching peer 
review; see chapter 6) or writing based on personal experiences during instruction.  
For example, to teach students about how to analyze their personal discourse 
communities, Alice examined her own community over a series of lessons. She began her first 
lesson by saying, “so lets look at this community I’m part of- CrossFit6.”  She told the students 
                                                        
6 On the local website, CrossFit self-describes as “…a wide-ranging strength and conditioning 
program, scalable to meet anyone’s current ability and challenge them to increase their capacity. 
CrossFit’s specialty is not specializing. We train for General Physical Preparedness (GPP), 
which means that we want to be good at a broad range of activities. We want to be better at 
everyday life, capable of trying new activities, and prepared for the unknown challenges of 
tomorrow. CrossFit exclusively employs functional, natural movements… CrossFit is constantly 
varied.  We mix things up from day to day, and there is no routine. Routine is the 
enemy…CrossFit measures our fitness according to performance, not aesthetics. While a “nice-
looking” body is still a valid result of the pursuit of authentic fitness, it is a by-product and not a 
goal. Other programs set their sights on the aesthetics and forget about the fitness. CrossFit will 
give you both…CrossFit is for everyone. CrossFit is addictive. CrossFit is fun. CrossFit works.” 
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she had recently joined the gym, and thought it would be a good place to observe the shared 
goals of a community. She went to the local CrossFit website and started to read some of the 
phrases from the website as the pictures on the front page scrolled, including “more than a gym,” 
“fun, challenging, encouraging,” “authentic fitness,” “physical capacity and mental toughness.” 
Alice said to students, “so there’s a tough thing and a community thing.” Warren, one of the 
students, commented that it looked like CrossFit was “in a barn or something”, and Alice 
confirmed that it’s in a big shed-like structure. She returned to her point about the CrossFit 
community, saying, I was told there’s this sense of community, but when I observed this 
morning I noticed that no one introduced themselves. Only the trainer knew everyone.  “There 
was no mixing” of different people, she said, and “there was no introductions.” For her, there 
was very little community, and  a disjuncture between what CrossFit says and what they do. 
After giving another example of the specialized language used at CrossFit and how it 
could isolate new members, Alice referred to her PowerPoint slide and told students that there 
were common goals- even though their goal for creating community might not be met. The next 
week in class, she brought in a sample “ZeroDraft,” answering some of the questions about her 
community that she suggested students to respond to (e.g., What are the shared goals of the 
community? Why does the group exist and what does it do? What mechanisms do members use 
to communicate with each other? What are the purposes of each of these mechanisms of 
communication? Which of these mechanisms can be considered genres?). She wrote: 
Hmm, are there any other goals? The official goal seems to be developing fitness, and the 
underlying one conforming to (??) an image of the tough but sexy Crossfitter. (Would 
everyone agree with that?? How can I ask a question that gets at that point?)  
 
Oh yeah, there’s the goal of developing COMMUNITY, which I critiqued in class last 
week. They say “community” on their website and maybe even on the TV commercial 
that’s posted on their website…but MY feeling of community, in my mind, developed 
much more slowly. A nice talkative woman (and expert Crossfitter) who usually goes to 
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the 9 am class came to our 6 am calss [sic] yesterday and talked about how quiet it was. I 
totally agreed and felt responsible/a little embarrassed!  It’s be super interesting to find 
out what other new members feel about community, or to hear from older/expert 
members about how they felt the community developed. Oh, again yesterday, no one 
introduced themselves..and there was a nice person in the “regular” (nonbeginner) class, 
and I wanted to introduce myself to her but didn’t do it. I always get myself into those 
situations where it feels like it becomes etoo [sic] late to introduce myself, but I didn’t 
see anyone else introduce themselves, either! At the same time, I finally said a few words 
to Steve…which was a first; we’ve been in the same 6 am class for maybe 1-2 months 
now, but haven’t talked. Man, the more I wrtte [sic] about this, the more awkward this 
seems!!! How dependent is community on the personalities of a few people? When Lisa 
comes to the 6 am session it’s much more lively. She asks Mitch, “hey, what did you eat 
for dinner last night?” (What a funny question!) And then everyone chimed in after 
Mitch— protein and veggies (e.g., chicken and broccoli) was the commonality… 
 
Alice modeled writing for this assignment with a community she actually participated in, 
just as she wanted students to do. Students, in turn, wrote about their sororities and fraternities, 
clubs and organizations, and academic groups. All of the teachers in this study sometimes found 
ways to explore personal interests and the topics and processes of their own writing in their 
classrooms with students. Hannah and Samantha explored cultural border crossing in their own 
writing, and asked their students to do the same; Annette wrote about her crafting hobbies, was 
able to teach “extracurricular” classes on them, and sometimes incorporated drawing into her 
academic curriculum; Alice wrote about writing and her personal communities, and asked her 
students to do the same. She also shared her personal interests with students through her 
modeling for assignments. The processes of writing and teaching writing, then, allowed the 
teachers to explore and share their interests with their students—many of the teachers saw this as 
sometimes risky work that was critical to community building, as I will discuss in the final 
section of this chapter. 
Teacher Writing that Informs Specialized Discourses, Writing Processes, and Classroom 
Practices 
In addition to drawing from their personal interests in their writing and classroom 
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practices, some of the teachers developed specialized ways to talk about and practice writing that 
extended into their classroom work. For example, Lisa developed particular ways to talk about 
and practice creative writing, Alice about academic writing, and Aaron about online writing. 
Because I discussed Aaron’s focus on networked writing in chapter 4, I highlight Lisa and 
Alice’s cases because the examples are clearest. For Hannah, Samantha, and Annette, the ways 
they talked about their own writing were less specialized and apparent across contexts. 
Lisa: “Brave” creative writers. In my observations of both her writing classroom and 
creative writing experiences, Lisa used the specialized discourses of creative writing to represent 
the routine practices of creative writers (e.g., writers “bury” obvious parts of their writings, 
writers constantly pay attention to their lives to get ideas, “brave writers make big cuts”). For 
example, transcripts of discussions between Lisa and her writing instructor, Will, and Lisa and 
her eighth grade student, Esmerelda, demonstrate Lisa’s focus on “brave” writerly practices. At a 
coffee shop in downtown New York City, Lisa and Will began their meeting by discussing Joan 
Didion’s (1976) essay Why I Write, which Will had asked Lisa to read beforehand. Lisa told Will 
that she was particularly struck by a part where Didion said that she sometimes “sits on [an idea] 
for several years” before writing about it. Lisa thought this “was pretty brave” of Didion, and 
said that she tried to do this, but often felt that she needed to develop her ideas quickly. Will told 
her that a “notebook can be really helpful” for saving ideas for a later time, and that writers often 
keep ideas around for a long time because “sometimes you’re not ready to write that scene” yet. 
The next day, Esmerelda, one of Lisa’s students, began a classroom writing conference 
by telling Lisa that she had worked on her weekend assignment to make “radical revisions” to 
her historical fiction story. Esmerelda had decided that she had too much going on in her story, 
and was going to get rid of an extraneous character, revising or cutting all the parts related to that 
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character. Lisa praised Esmerelda for making such significant cuts in her story, telling her that 
“we have a brave writer right here.” They read through Esmerelda’s story together, and Lisa 
gave Esmerelda strategies to help make her story flow after deleting the character. Later, Lisa 
explained how asking students to make radical revisions, especially right before a project was 
due, “used to scare me, but now I think they [students] are better for it.” 
After Lisa began writing outside of school herself, she regularly encouraged students to 
cut large parts of their drafts. Both Will and Lisa tried to name writerly practices and make them 
visible to their students, and Lisa’s developing understandings of “brave” writers appeared in 
both settings. My observations confirmed the parallels in Lisa’s representations of writing and 
writers across sites, and supported Lisa’s own report that working as a creative writer was 
transforming the way she represented writing and the kinds of writerly roles she invited students 
to take. Across settings, her words and practices undoubtedly “taste[d] of the context and 
contexts in which[they had] lived” (Bakhtin, 1981, p. 293). 
 Alice: Academic writers engage in peer review processes and focus on specialized 
disciplinary topics. Alice similarly used the specialized discourses of academic writing to 
represent the routine practices of academic writers (e.g., writers use scholarly sources, search 
specialized databases, submit to scholarly journals, engage in peer review processes, and “revise 
and resubmit”). She also used specialized language from Writing Studies to convey the major 
themes in her course (e.g., error, plagiarism, discourse community, genres, lexis, communicative 
function, multiliteracies).  
For example, in chapter six, I detail an incident where Alice shared one of her own 
“revise and resubmit” reviews with her students as she introduced peer review. With our writing 
group, she shared a different “revise and resumbit” review for her Language Partners article (see 
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Appendix H and chapter 4). When she brought her draft and review to our writing group, she 
reminded us that we helped her with the introduction a few months before, and then said, “So we 
got, we heard back…a few days ago and got the decision. It seems like it’s an accept and 
revision, maybe revise and resubmit…” She pulled up the e-mail with the decision and we 
looked at it together. The e-mail informed her that the editors were very interested in the 
manuscript, but outlined three primary areas for revision—a clearer contextualization of 
community college to English as a Second Language, the focus of the special issue; significant 
cuts “due to page limitations and for rhetorical reasons;” and clearer names for the various 
participants and authors in the piece. 
 After going over a couple of minor easily-fixable issues, she said, “The main issue is 
number two- the manuscript needs to be significantly cut…[so it has a] better logical flow….[I] 
suggest putting…[the] author 1 [piece]…first with a clear description of the project program and 
participants, trying to keep focused by selecting a few of the narratives…the idea is not just to 
provide many different voices but to make them coherent.”  This, however, was against Alice’s 
own intentions for the article. She told us, “You know, I wanted to include the voices of all the 
participants. I even put together something for one of the guys who didn’t submit anything.” In 
our writing group, we talked through various solutions including making stronger links between 
the stories without cutting any, deleting some stories but letting the participants have a dialogue 
at the end of the article, and turning multiple cut narratives into a separate article. Alice 
discussed a couple of specific narratives she thought could be cut, but the group was hesitant to 
make suggestions without reading the piece in its entirety. We did, however, suggest that she 
focus on one or two themes to link the narratives together, and make decisions based on that—a 
strategy she ended up using in her final revisions. Submitting articles for scholarly publication, 
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getting peer feedback on editor decisions, and revising based on multiple forms of feedback were 
significant aspects of Alice’s own writing processes. These were also specialized processes she 
was attempting to share with her students. 
Alice similarly explored very specific writing constructs7 in her own writing and with her 
class. For example, she explored style in her own mock fields exam, and modeled writing about 
error for the “writing construct” assignment in her classroom. In her mock fields exam, she 
positioned style as a construct when telling us “My MA thesis ended up being a way to look at 
style—students were making judgments about writing style. By thinking about talk about style I 
started thinking about non-linguistic aspects too, like written and embodied interactional 
elements of style.” She was thinking about style as literate activity, which was a broader view 
than that traditionally taken, and believed that we needed to look more at the uptake of style, 
especially the role of reader and interlocutor. 
 In class with her students, she similarly challenged their traditional conceptions of error 
and plagiarism in writing—the topics all students decided to write about. As they discussed error, 
she described a black and white view toward error, and a more nuanced view. She gave an 
example of an author’s viewpoint that they had read in class, and said if the “black and white 
view would be that it’s wrong to break the rules, the nuanced view would be…”  One student 
responded “it’s ok sometimes”, and another added “in certain cases.”  Alice said, ok so rules are 
                                                        
7 In her assignment guidelines for her “Analyzing a Writing Construct” assignment, Alice writes 
that: “The introduction to the unit in our textbook focuses on the idea of constructs about writing. 
Wardle and Downs write, ‘Constructs are mental frameworks that people build in order to make 
sense of the world around them. One of the key features of an effective construct is that it 
quickly begins to seem ‘natural’ or inevitable, rather than made-up’ (p. 35). Another way to think 
about this is to recognize that many of our conceptions, or commonsense understandings of 
writing are actually misconceptions that don’t held up under close scrutiny…” She gives 
examples such as error, plagiarism, originality, authorship, good writing, literacy crisis, and what 
it means to be literate.  
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different when writers have “different purposes, different audiences.”  A student agreed, saying 
“I think it’s a lot based on different audiences. Like if you’re writing for a professor, or like we 
grew up in the Facebook age” and we write totally differently with our peers. They agreed that 
understandings of error, then, varied depending on purpose, audience, and intention. 
By deeply inquiring into writing constructs in her own work and with her students, Alice 
was complicating simplistic ‘black and white’ understandings of writing, and advocating social 
practice understandings of literate activity. She was using her own specialized disciplinary 
language and processes to develop students’ understandings of academic writing and writing 
processes. Similarly, Lisa and Aaron used their specialized disciplinary language and processes 
to develop students’ understandings of creative and online writing and writing processes. 
Through immersion in specific types of writing, they developed particular ways of talking about, 
doing, and sharing writing that they explicitly discussed with their students in their classrooms. 
Capitalizing on Writing Identities in the Classroom 
 The teachers in this study also intentionally capitalized on their writing identities in their 
instruction in two ways—they showed students they practiced writing processes in their personal 
lives, and they acknowledged the importance of taking risks in sharing writing and revising. 
They shifted writerly identities depending on the situation and whom they were talking to, 
alternatively positioning themselves as novices or experts (see identity section in chapter 6); 
however, some of them intentionally created and systematically reinforced their writerly 
identities with students. They seemed to be saying: I am a writer—see here, I understand how 
hard it is, let me help you learn from my experiences.  
 Living the writerly life. Many of the teachers talked explicitly about writing processes 
like drafting and revision with students. Some of them also positioned themselves as writers who 
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authentically participated in such writing processes, not just by modeling student assignments as 
in Hannah’s Elephant and Piggie or Alice’s CrossFit examples, but by sharing examples of 
writing from their lives.  
For example, in her classroom, Lisa used her authenticity as a writer who really does 
“live this” and “believe in” writing processes to share the writerly world with her students. She 
often talked to them about her writing groups, the novel she was working on, and her writing and 
revision strategies, even though she rarely shared excerpts of her novel with them. She told me, 
“[I want to give] students certain tools and strategies. For example, here’s how you can get ideas 
for this, here’s how you can plan out a story…you need to understand how it’s done.” For 
example, she described to me: 
…Something new we’ve been doing this year that I really liked, is this idea of teaching 
students how to make thoughtful comments to each other about their stories.  And this 
also came about from this summer when I was doing work-shopping more and I was 
realizing just how valuable and important it is to have people make thoughtful comments 
on your paper. So…we gave them a copy of a student’s paper that was from a previous 
year…I modeled one for them where I read through this story.  They had it in front of 
them but I read through it.  And I kept stopping and being like- hmm, this doesn’t make 
any sense to me.  But then like pushing it past that and being like, does this part of the 
story like really move things forward? Is this really needed? I can’t picture this, help me 
picture it. You know things like that. And so then the students got to try one.  So…they 
got a text that they hadn’t ever seen before…They read through it in partners and like 
made all kinds of comments all over it…And then, finally…they were actually going to 
do it on each other’s paper…They were really good at it.  And I feel like their stories 
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were so much better this year because it just took somebody else pointing out to them like 
this part really doesn’t make sense...  
 Lisa drew from her own experiences giving and receiving peer feedback during her own 
writing processes to design peer feedback processes in her classroom. She similarly talked to her 
students about writing strategies that worked well for her in her own writing—how she 
developed and selected ideas, went about revision, etc. She was familiar with which aspects of 
writing were likely to be a struggle for students, and was able to offer particular supports in those 
areas.  
Annette and Alice also explicitly shared their personal writing processes with students. 
For example, in Annette’s literacy narrative video from the reader’s autobiography project she 
showed some of her childhood history with reading; in her writing process drawing, she gave 
insights into a current writing project preparing a teaching presentation (see chapter 4). Again, 
she told me: 
This year, and this comes directly from the Writing Project, has definitely been this 
theme of vulnerability. What is appropriate to be vulnerable with students about, and let 
them see about me and about my writing process and about my history, and how does 
that sort of enrich the classroom community? How does that model for them what can be 
rewarding about writing, and what good composition looks like?... 
Annette, then, intentionally shared her processes and histories with students to create community 
and teach students about writing. She believed that her own vulnerability encouraged students to 
reciprocate by expressing their own vulnerabilities in their writing. She planned to incorporate 
the autobiography project again, “I think next year when I have everyone write a reader or 
writer’s biography, my goal will be building that sense of community early on….also it gave me 
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really interesting information about them as learners that I think shaped how I thought about 
them in the classroom.” 
Alice also shared her personal writing with students. When discussing scholarly peer 
review, she showed students a revise and resubmit letter she had recently received (see last 
section and chapter 6). During class, she introduced the concept of a peer review by telling 
students, “…So you might be an expert, but your writing can still be crap.  Let me show you this 
review I just got back yesterday.” She wanted to highlight some of the differences between 
helpful and less helpful reviews. After sharing it, she asked students if they had any questions, 
thinking they would focus on peer reviews. Instead, students asked her a variety of personal 
questions in quick succession: 
Young Man 1:  What did you write an article for? 
 
Alice:  It’s for an article called Writing & Pedagogy.  Do you have any questions about 
what the peer review process is? 
 
Young Woman 1:  Have you ever written a review? 
 
Alice:  Yes, my advisor asked me too.  But it’s kind of crazy because I’m just a graduate 
student.  And I’m probably reviewing something for a professor. 
 
Young Man 2:  Are you going to be an English teacher? 
 
Alice:  Well a college professor. 
 
Young Woman 2:  What year are you in grad school?     
 
Alice:  Third year.  I hope to graduate in 2014.  
 
Young Woman 3:  Will you teach this class next year too? 
 
Alice:  Probably. 
 
Whether this was Alice’s intention of not, sharing her own writing opened the door for 
students to inquire into her personal and professional life. She saw this interlude as students 
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starting to get off task, but I think it can alternatively be seen as community building—students 
were hungry for knowledge about who their teacher was. As Annette suggested, sharing our 
writing lives makes us vulnerable as teachers, but this vulnerability can foster understanding of 
writing processes, help us get to know each other, and breed student vulnerability as well.  
 Developing writerly dispositions: Becoming vulnerable and taking risks. Most of the 
teachers in the study talked about emotional aspects of writing, ranging from joy and “flow” to 
feeling “terrified.” The themes of vulnerability and risk-taking came up not just when teachers 
talked about sharing their writing processes with students, but also when they wrote about 
personal topics, shared writing with known or unknown audiences, engaged in revision, and were 
asked to showcase their expertise. 
For example, at the Summer Institute where Annette was working on a personal piece 
about her stepdaugher, I asked her to talk about how she felt when she was doing her writing. 
She said: 
So, when it’s going well it feels great (laughing). I’m in the zone, there’s flow…When 
it’s not working it’s really frustrating. And because I’m working on something that is 
unresolved, you know I’m not writing after everything is fine, there have been days when 
it’s been really hard (choking up). I mean there have been days when I’ve had to just not 
write about it…Because like you know, I had a day a couple weeks ago where I couldn’t, 
I’d written everything I’d thought about and I didn’t know where I was going next, and I 
was just getting more and more upset. And I realized I was upset partially because I 
didn’t know where I was going with the writing but partially because I was upset at what 
I was writing about…[Once I figured out that] this is emotionally what is going on…it 
unlocked the writing in a way that I didn’t anticipate which was really cool.  
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With her “deeply personal writing,” Annette struggled not just with how to do the writing but 
also to figure out what she had to say about the topic. Annette also brought up the importance of 
feedback after taking risks in writing. She was frustrated at the Summer Institute when all the 
risk-taking that participants took when composing their videos went unacknowledged; she 
thought they received very little feedback, and wanted more (see chapter 4).  
Other teachers were much more nervous about sharing their work and receiving feedback. 
Particularly for the teachers participating in writing groups for the first time, or with others they 
did not know well, sharing their writing was precarious work. Samantha, for example, told me: 
Oh [I was] terrified the first time [we shared in writing group], absolutely terrified. And 
I’ve been in another writers group before and it wasn’t that scary, I don’t know why. I 
was terrified at first, but then when I saw how respectful, and gentle, and encouraging 
people were, but also gave constructive ideas, and that’s really what I needed. And you 
know when they gave us that list of questions to ask, do you want support whatever it is, I 
didn’t even know what I wanted. You know if you’re not used to that kind of group you 
don’t know what you want. But I feel like now I can say ok tell me this about my writing 
and be comfortable with it.  
Hannah was similarly nervous about sharing her writing, but did not become more 
comfortable with it as the Institute progressed, saying:  
I hate sharing, if you couldn’t tell (laughing). It’s really uncomfortable because in some 
ways, your word choice, like everything, says so much about you. And you’re just kind 
of stripped bare. And that was really, I was like, I just met these people, how can I read 
them what I wrote? Which is why I read what I read. Because I’m like, I’m not going to 
tell you about my life. You could be like Tom Cruise and I don’t know it 
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(laughing)…And you have to trust, you know. I mean, I like everyone, but I don’t know 
that I really trust them to be reading them things I don’t read to my friends. So that was 
kind of painful actually. 
For Aaron, his risk taking at the Summer Institute involved writing for an authentic 
audience on his blog, something he hadn’t done before. He said: 
…[The] blog series really kind of reared it’s head as soon as I started seeing more demos 
and kind of heard the different discussions about writing. [It] made me reflect on what 
my writing practices were and what my feedback and assessment practices were, which is 
where that series came out.  So, the audience for that is partly other English teachers in 
this network that I work in, part is the organization itself, and part of it is also for teachers 
and other educators out there who are kind of looking for that digital writing and that 
kind of assessment.  I haven’t really written for that audience before, so it…is still really 
something that I’m really negotiating, what my audience is for.  Cause a lot of my other 
posts previous to that, I’ve really been using my blog as like a reflective practice tool 
rather than writing it for other people. I kind of use those royal We’s and the You 
audience in the second person a lot, but the reward for it was knowing that I figured 
something out. Now I’m not really, that beast came out, and I’m not really sure how I’m 
going to finish it. I am going to finish it, though. I am going to see through the risk that 
I’m taking.  
 As discussed in the previous section, Lisa also developed many ideas about what it meant 
to be a “brave writer,” including making big revisions. She believed that brave writers saved 
ideas until they were “ready to write about them,” and made “radical revisions” to their drafts—
sometimes cutting entire scenes that they loved, but were superfluous.  
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 Although Alice primarily discussed her insecurities as a writing teacher (see chapter 4), 
her discussion with students about peer review revealed some hesitancy about peer reviewing 
scholarly work as “just a graduate student” entering into her field. In an interview she recounted 
a narrative she read from a former graduate about preparing for field exams and feeling like it 
was a “deer in headlight experience”—before her exam, Alice was similarly nervous about being 
on the spot to showcase her expertise. 
When these teachers wrote about personal topics, shared writing with audiences, engaged 
in revision, and were asked to showcase their expertise, they felt vulnerable and took risks. On 
her blog, Smith (Feb. 7, 2013) summarized similar themes from a recent #engchat she hosted on 
Twitter in a post called “Playfulness, Risk-Taking and the Developing Writer: #engchat 
Reflection Part 1.” She summarized how participants responded to the question “What do you 
look for to know if your students are developing as writers?” by focusing on risk-taking, comfort, 
confidence and growth, as well as playfulness and revision:  
In addition to goals that we had for young writers’ written products and abilities, most of 
the tweets focused on aspects of writerly dispositions that rarely, if ever, are mentioned in 
curricular materials. Here’s a sampling: 
 
• [Name redacted] Q1: They become more comfortable with sitting down to words 
& paper & ideas… #engchat 
• [Name redacted] When children show confidence and ask to share their writing, 
then you know they are developing as writers. #engchat 
• [Name redacted] risk taking! in whatever form. that shows growth and self-belief 
#engchat 
 
In looking over these tweets, I was struck by how intertwined comfort, confidence and 
risk-taking are…and not only that, but also how integral they are two learning and 
growth… 
 
…I think what is more helpful to us as teachers of writing is to focus our attention 
designing writing experiences with attention to comfort, confidence and risk-taking. And 
not only focus on these single experiences/performances, but focus on designing writing 
experiences over time and attending to comfort, confidence and risk in these 
experiences over time. We often talk about single lessons or tasks, but as a question of 
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growth, we want to pay attention not only to the single “sign of growth” but to how that 
occurs over time and through experience… 
 
We can also see these three aspects (comfort, confidence, risk-taking) as dispositions (or 
the writer’s approach or orientation) toward writing. Another “sign of growth” that many 
#engchat participants brought up was revision. This is not that shocking if you think 
about what writing is. (Writing and revision are nearly synonymous, imo.) What was 
interesting to me was how people were talking about youths’ approaches or dispositions 
toward revision. I think this is indicative of another aspect of growth that receives short 
shrift in curricular materials. 
 
• [Name redacted] @writerswriting gaining confidence, trying new moves as a 
writer, improving on past errors in usage. #engchat 
• [Name redacted] Q1- I notice development when students start asking playing 
around with sentence types during revision- #engchat 
• [Name redacted] The student is taking risks- varying sentence structure & trying 
vocabulary- and the process is messy #engchat 
• [Name redacted]…I was just going to say: gaining confidence! Looking at 
feedback as a way to improve, not feel like they did wrong. #engchat 
• [Name redacted]…being comfortable w/ the discomfort of being lost as a writer. 
(something I am working on as well.) #engchat 
 
…I want to point out the language of these tweets: “trying new moves,” “playing around 
with,” “varying…trying…the process is messy,” “looking at feedback as…not feeling 
like they did wrong,” “being comfortable in the discomfort of being lost as a writer.” So 
many of these not only indicate that youth are revising their pieces of writing in one way 
or another, but that they are doing it in a way that frames writing as experimental and 
positions themselves as player. I used the word “player” purposefully there, because it is 
not just being playful–which it is–but also (using a sports metaphor) being the one 
handling the ball on the field. The writer as player is the actor in the midst of the action. 
Now, if we go with this metaphor, we have to note that the field or game is messy, messy, 
messy. The player can act, but isn’t in control of all elements. Writing isn’t something 
with steps or formulas. It isn’t a performance of set skills. Rather it’s an activity that 
needs the player to bring “her game.” This is all an orientation toward writing. And 
though we were describing it as a “sign of growth,” it may well be an orientation toward 
writing that is necessary in order to learn from that writing activity. 
 
Much like the developing student writers described by teachers in Smith’s post, the 
teachers in this study were becoming risk-takers and players. This was not always an easy 
process, but seemed critical to their learning and growth as writers and teachers of writing. Their 
developing writerly dispositions, in turn, informed their classroom practices and broadened the 
opportunities they gave students. Alice brought up her own vulnerability as a reviewer when 
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teaching peer review, and Lisa similarly talked to her students about her revising experiences 
when teaching “radical revision.” Annette became more vulnerable with the writing and 
processes she shared, with the hopes of building community in her classroom. Samantha and 
Hannah similarly tried to encourage peer feedback, and especially focused on creating 
community. Aaron, who was taking his own risks writing for specific audiences, was the only 
teacher who was constantly thinking about and trying to encourage his students to write for 
authentic audiences outside of school. He told me that would be one of his primary goals for his 
students, if it were possible, “..At the end of the year I would want to get to a point where 
students find a place to publish their writing, where they know they would have an audience. 
That should be a goal. And to me, I feel stifled by my school and not really having that option of 
allowing student work online, or publishing in any public way. That would be my end goal…” 
He attempted to circumvent such policies by having students write for real audiences without 
sharing their work online (e.g., by creating Public Service Announcements for the local 
community). Their own writing experiences then, informed both the teachers’ developing 
dispositions and identity work, and their classroom practices.  
Summary: Trajectories of Participation Across Everyday and Professional Contexts 
These cases demonstrate how blurred the boundaries are between personal and 
professional writing, and between practicing writing and teaching writing. Both O’Shaughnessy 
(2003) and Whitney (2009) documented National Writing Project teachers’ writing as being 
simultaneously personal and professional. Whitney (2009) wrote that “as in life, personal and 
professional concerns are not only mixed but are bound together, aspects of the same single 
stream” (p. 240). This was certainly true for Hannah and Samantha, who wrote about and 
encouraged their students to explore living in different cultures; Lisa, who wrote creative fiction 
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and taught it; Aaron, who was developing his own personal learning network online while 
encouraging his students to become participants in an increasingly connected world; Annette, 
who wrote about her crafting and shared her favorite hobbies with her high schoolers; and Alice, 
who researched and taught about writing. These teachers’ trajectories of participation in writing 
practices stretched across everyday and professional contexts, sometimes reaching into their 
instruction through official curricular means and other times through unofficial routes. Roozen 
(2007) recounts how, for a pre-service teacher, Brian: 
Far from being isolated islands, Brian’s math classes, sketch comedy, and gaming are so 
interwoven that it is impossible to talk about one activity without bringing up the 
others…The various tools he used to solve problems in calculus and other classes are the 
very ones he employed to rank poems and entertain the audience…Whereas current 
perspectives might map the literate activity of math class, sketch comedy, and role-
playing games into autonomous rhetorical situations that are radically removed from one 
another, Brian understands them as being intimately linked together. Further, this 
interanimation is not unidirectional: the use of mathematical tools in the "Poetry Slam" 
sketch and in gaming activities also informs the activity of Brian's math classes…Brian is 
constantly engaged in what Engestrom, Engestrom, and Vahaaho (1999) refer to as 
"knotworking," the ongoing work of "tying, untying, and retying otherwise separate 
threads of activity" (p. 346). From this perspective, there is no writing that is just learning 
math, just performing a comedy sketch, just creating content for a game. Likewise, there 
is no instance in which Brian is only a mathematics student, only a comedian, only a 
gamer, only a math teacher. Each of these identities certainly invokes its own particular 
micro-world. And yet, despite their diversity, all are relevant to any particular one, even 
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if some are foregrounded or backgrounded at particular times. In light of Dias et al.'s 
[1999] claim that "we write where we are" (p. 223), I would argue that we write who we 
are—literate selves forged from the full range of our literate activities. 
Similarly, Hannah, Samantha, Lisa, Annette, Aaron, and Alice’s cases help highlight that 
we teach who we are, drawing from a broad spectrum of literate and other activities. Particularly 
because calls are being made for teachers to incorporate students’ out-of-school interests and 
experiences into learning and very little scholarship focuses on teachers’ histories of 
participation outside of professional school contexts, I see this as a promising area for future 
research. I suspect that if teachers can see themselves in their curriculum and instruction, they 
will be more open to seeing their students as well. 
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CHAPTER 6 
 
TENSIONS BETWEEN WRITING AND TEACHING 
This analysis aims to make visible the challenges teachers may face in drawing from their 
personal literate resources in writing instruction by focusing on tensions between the focal 
teachers’ literate and teaching practices. In each of the six cases, the teachers’ own purposes and 
audiences for writing out-of-school differed from what they saw as the purposes and audiences 
for students’ writing in school. This, of course, has long been a problem with school writing.  
Recall that thirty years ago, Emig (1983) found that when students wrote ‘expressively,’ 
they were more committed and exploratory, and wrote for themselves and/or peers. On the other 
hand, when students wrote ‘extensively’—the primary mode sponsored by schools—their 
attitudes were detached; adults, especially teachers, were their chief audiences (pp. 88-89). She 
believed that:  
Frequent, inescapable opportunities for composing for all teachers of writing, especially 
in reflexive writing, such as diaries and journals [are needed]. For teachers at all levels, 
given the mysterious nature of learning and teaching, surely some value will adhere to 
having their own experiences shaped into words for pondering, perhaps into meaning and 
illumination. Perhaps their students will gain benefits as well, as the result of such teacher 
training. Perhaps teachers will abandon the unimodal approach to writing to show far 
greater generosity in the width of writing invitations they extend to all students. (p. 95) 
However, the findings in this chapter complicate the idea that when teachers engage in 
extensive writing they change their ideas about school writing. Although many of the teachers 
engaged in expressive writing themselves, most of the middle, high school, and college teachers 
still tended to value extensive, “academic” writing in their classrooms. The first grade teachers 
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were more focused on creating a community where students felt comfortable to write, and giving 
them the language skills to allow them to write about their world. However, at the time of this 
study, they both wrote less than the secondary teachers. All the teachers were generous in writing 
alongside their students, meaning that they frequently modeled assignments. However, the 
teachers saw enough distinction between in- and out-of-school writing that they did not tend to 
share their own personal writing in class. In many instances, school writing was seen as being at 
odds with ‘real’ writing.   
Additionally, the teachers struggled against essentialist notions of ‘good’ writing and 
‘real’ writers as experts or paid published authors. At different moments, they authenticated and 
denaturalized their identities as writers, meaning that they both claimed credibility as and 
severed ties from being ‘real’ writers. Essentialist notions of ‘good’ writing, ‘real’ writing, and 
writer as expert or published author have been reinforced over time, to the point that they even 
permeate the identities of teachers who write extensively and know a lot about writing processes. 
Teacher Writing with ‘Real’ Purposes and Audiences 
 The teachers in this study variously identified their primary purposes for personal writing 
as the pursuit of truth, exploring topics of interest with a community, writing for students, and 
assigned school writing. Threaded through many of these purposes was the fact that writing did 
something for the teachers—helped them get into graduate school, get a new job, do their current 
job better, share a hobby, etc. They had varied ideas about the purposes of student writing, but all 
distinguished between the purposes of the writing they pursued and the types of writing they 
assigned to their students in school.  
Writing to pursue truth.  Lisa was the only teacher who identified her primary purpose 
for writing as pursuing truth. Her beliefs that writers write professionally, for specific purposes, 
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and take steps to “do it well and do it right,” led her to join a creative writing class that she 
located and paid for herself. She met weekly with her creative writing group or instructor, and 
hoped to work towards a degree in creative writing. She pursued writing to tell truths about the 
world, to master particular skills, to “professionalize,” and to be a better teacher. For example, 
when I asked her to describe how her interests in writing manifested at different points in her life, 
she said: 
I’ve always loved to tell stories to people. But really in high school and college I  
didn’t consider studying writing professionally, it was more just that I loved to read and I 
hoped that some day I could write stories as good as the stories I read. And then when I 
started teaching writing I realized that I had to become a better writer on my own.  
Lisa believed that her own writing had to be motivated by “genuine” purposes. She was 
interested in systematically improving her writing with an ultimate goal of joining a Masters 
program in creative writing. Regarding her own writing, she told me: 
I think unless you have a genuine purpose behind it [writing]—like I would like to write 
because I want to get published, or I want to write for a friend of mine, or because I want 
to submit it for an award ceremony or something—I think that unless you have a really 
true purpose, I don’t know that you’re actually going to push yourself to learn to do it 
well and to do it right. 
When I asked Lisa about what she believed the purposes of reading and writing were 
overall, it became clear that she saw creative writing, specifically, as an opportunity to explore 
truth. She said, “I mean, I think that’s probably the biggest purpose for my own life that reading 
and writing takes is to help explore truths about the world…and the different ways that human 
nature can be pushed and explored.” In fact, she recently began writing a novel after she saw a 
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program on the Food Network about factories and wondered about the kind of person who would 
work at a factory job her entire life, saying “and so I’m writing to find the answer [to] that 
question, I guess.”  
Below is an excerpt from her novel that she shared with her writing instructor, Will, in an 
observation (see Figure 18). In it, the main character in the story—Gene—is working on a 
factory line, hears a loud screech, and remembers a moment when a fortune teller at a fair told 
her that her “life would change with a crash.” As Will and Lisa discussed the piece of writing 
(which Will had marked up as shown here before the meeting), they talked about how it made 
sense for a factory worker to daydream while working the line. They also talked at length about 
how to make the piece subtler, for example by using a less obvious title. By the end of their 
discussion Will told Lisa, “I’d take out all the signs of crashing except for one,” and she agreed, 
saying that she really liked the scene but knew “it needed to be buried somehow.”  Will 
responded, “Now you know what it [the story] looks like on the surface. So now let’s tuck it 
under the surface.”  
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Figure 18.  The beginning of a scene, Loud Crashes, from Lisa’s novel that she shared with her 
instructor, Will, at a meeting (left), and the beginning of Lisa’s student’s (Mirabel) historical 
fiction draft, Life’s Not a Fairy Tale, that she discussed with Lisa in a conference (right). 
 
Lisa’s work with her writing group similarly allowed her to write on topics of choice and 
share her concerns about character, plot, and word choice with interested others—characteristics 
of creative writing workshops. However, Lisa felt torn about whether traditional writing 
instruction with a focus on grammar, skill mastery, and structure (like she learned in school 
growing up) or process writing instruction with a focus on meaning-making and interaction (like 
she practiced in her creative writing workshops and groups, and was advocated in her curriculum 
and professional development) was best for her students. When discussing her curriculum, she 
said: 
To be quite honest, I feel like I did learn a lot about writing growing up.... I often wonder 
if that [her traditional, skill-driven instruction] actually has led to better creative writing 
than if I’d written and written and written creative writing growing up without first 
learning the structures and mechanics…I feel like there needs to be more balance than 
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there currently is- and that’s coming from someone who loves creative writing…they’ve 
shifted so far in the opposite [direction] and I just feel like our kids are so far off the mark 
in so many ways when it comes to academic-type writing.  
This concern for “academic-type writing” came through in her instruction. For example, 
direct instruction during the first lesson I observed in her classroom focused on editing historical 
fiction stories. She displayed part of this teacher-made worksheet on the projector, and modeled 
capitalization for students with a student draft (see Figure 19). She told them, “Nothing crushes 
an otherwise awesome paper like all kinds of editing errors that I know you know how to 
do…today I’m going to ask you to do active editing.” 
Category to 
examine: 
Corrections should 
be made in: 
You need to check 
for: 
Check when 
completed: 
CAPITALIZATION Red Pencil 1) Did you 
capitalize the 
beginning letter of 
every sentence? 
2) Did you 
capitalize ALL 
specific people, 
places, and things? 
 Trace the first 
letter of each 
sentence in red 
 Trace the first 
letter of each 
specific name in 
red. 
 
Figure 19.  Excerpt from an editing worksheet used with Lisa’s eighth graders in a historical 
fiction writing lesson. 
 
However, Lisa did counter this traditional editing exercise during independent work time 
that day when she conferenced individually with students to discuss their weekend assignment to 
make “radical changes” to their stories. In Mirabel’s draft of her historical fiction story (see 
Figure 19), Lisa had responded as a reader to students’ drafts ahead of time, asking questions and 
marking parts that confused her, much as Will did with her writing. Over the weekend, Mirabel 
had taken Lisa’s suggestion to try writing the scene with the character Momma already dead at 
the beginning. Together, they discussed what was working and what Mirabel was still struggling 
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with, especially related to the new plot. Mirabel’s title Life is Not a Fairy Tale also gets at the 
class’ on-going exploration of life during the Great Depression. In other words, although Lisa 
taught whole class lessons on Standard English usage and “academic-type writing,” in individual 
conferences she also helped her students explore truth, and character and plot development in 
their stories.    
While Lisa clearly valued her own experiences writing fiction and interacting with 
colleagues, she was unsure about whether similar experiences best served her students. Her own 
writing was purpose-driven, explored the “pursuit of truth,” and focused almost exclusively on 
realistic fiction. She shared it with peers who were interested in similar types of writing and 
engaged in similar pursuits. Her values for her students’ writing were less clear, but included a 
desire to work on meaningful peer review, structure and mechanics with them, and to expose 
them to a variety of text types. They typically shared their stories primarily with Lisa, and 
sometimes with teacher-determined peer groups. Her values for student writing, in many ways, 
reflect her grade-level state standards and standardized tests, particularly powerful guiding forces 
in writing instruction in many k-12 public schools serving primarily low-income students 
(McCarthey, 2008).  
Writing to explore topics of interest with a community. Lisa, Aaron, Annette and 
Alice—the middle school, high school, and college teachers—were actively involved in writing 
communities outside of school during the school year. Lisa worked with her creative writing 
group, Aaron kept a professional teaching blog and interacted with his teaching network through 
Twitter, Annette wrote craft and class blogs, and Alice was a young academic involved in 
multiple writing communities. For each of them, their own writing was motivated by exploring 
topics of interest in official communities and unofficial affinity spaces, or sites of informal 
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learning where members interact around shared passions (Gee, 2004). For some teachers, the 
communities were established and selective (e.g., Lisa and Alice’s writing groups); however, the 
teachers who wrote online tended to have more open, unbounded communities (e.g., Aaron and 
Annette’s blogs).  
Annette was a blog writer—she kept a class blog outlining projects and updating students 
and parents on class work, as well as a craft blog documenting things she made, like quilts, 
knitting, and letters (see Figure 20). 
  
 
Figure 20. Screenshots from Annette’s class blog (left) and her craft blog (right).  
 
These screenshots help show how different her students’ classroom writing was from her 
own. She begins her blog post for students on their comparative essay assignment with “The 
main purpose of this essay is to develop your ability to compose an argument that meaningfully 
compares two literary texts.” Particularly since she worked at a selective college-preparatory 
high school, she saw academic writing and literary explication as primary goals for student 
writing in her sophomore English class. When I asked her if she saw any connections between 
her blog writing and her student writing assignments, she began by saying: 
That’s an interesting question. The audiences are really different. The writing that I do on 
the class blog is for students and parents and it’s largely informative about what’s going 
on in class. E:very once in awhile I’ll get really excited about something and write a blog 
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entry, but I don’t think they’re reading it very often. I think that the writing on my craft 
blog…also has a specific audience and it’s a specific audience that has its own language 
and its own sort of practices, and so again, there’s some really good writing about craft 
that’s going on out there, and that’s not what I’m doing (laughing)…usually what I do is 
like throw a picture up there and say, this is what I tried, this is what worked, this is what 
didn’t work. 
She went on to detail how she knew about half of the commenters on her craft blog, and 
also interacted with some of the other people that she didn’t know through swaps, telling me that 
in the “craft blog world people do lots of swaps, they make things for each other and send things 
to each other. The people who comment [on my blog] are also people I’ve done swaps with. So I 
have physical things they’ve made, and I’ve made things for them.” On her National Writing 
Project Summer Institute blog digital portfolio she also documented the importance of audience 
in her own work, writing that “I like feedback and I crave an audience for my writing. I don’t 
like writing into a void and it is noteworthy to remember that when I assign writing for my 
students that no one reads.”   When I asked her to talk specifically about her goals for student 
writing, however, she said:  
Well, really my goal [for student writing] is always clarity of communication, the ability 
to formulate and articulate and support an argument. I kind of want to say personal 
expression, but the truth is that most of the writing that I ask them to do has nothing to do 
with personal expression (laughing), I mean it’s about teaching them how to 
communicate in an academic discourse. Because College Prep High students, and I think 
that this maybe is something that’s different between my students and [other students], 
certainly it’s different than my students and my stepchildren [who attend a different local 
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public high school], is that they already are writing a fair amount on their own. If they 
have things they want to express, they already have blogs, lots of them are keeping 
journals, lots of them are writing fan-fiction or managing K-pop discussion boards. So, 
they have outlets for their personal writing, and they want to learn how to communicate 
in a professional [way]… 
Over the course of the fall semester when I observed her instruction, students wrote book 
reviews or reader autobiographies, reading journals, poetry explications, and literary 
comparisons. Most of their assignments focused on literary analysis of difficult texts that they 
read independently and discussed together, including Milton’s Paradise Lost, Shakespeare’s As 
You Like it, and Shelley’s Frankenstein. The department chair, who formerly taught sophomores, 
had given the syllabus to her. Here is an example of an activity from class focused on writing, 
when the student teacher asked students to paraphrase the language from Paradise Lost into their 
own words in preparation for their upcoming poetry explications (see Figure 21). 
  
Figure 21.  Annette’s students’ preparatory writing in the Paradise Lost unit. 
As in Lisa’s classroom, audience for student writing was not a big concern for Annette 
(even though it was clearly important for her own writing). The primary audience for student 
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writing tended to be the teacher and the purpose focused on developing “professional” or 
“academic” writing. 
Aaron and Alice were less focused on academic writing as the primary purpose for 
student writing (although both were concerned with students’ acquisition of conventions in 
Standard English); instead, Aaron saw student writing as a means to improve project-based 
learning, and Alice saw it as a way to help her explore major topics of interest in the field of 
composition. When I asked Aaron to talk to me about his teaching blog, he said, “When I first 
started teaching, I would celebrate things I’ve been doing, promote my work, and catalogue 
things I can’t really put on [a] resume.” He initially saw the blog as a site for reflective practice, 
and eventually came to find audience more important. At the National Writing Project Summer 
Institute, for example, he started a series of blog posts advocating for his school network to 
incorporate audio/visual feedback into their technology system. He saw writing for an audience 
as risky work. When I asked him about his writing at the Summer Institute, he told me:  
As soon as I started seeing more demos [teacher demonstrations at the Summer Institute] 
and heard the different discussions about writing [it] made me reflect on what my writing 
practices were and what my feedback and assessment practices were, which is where that 
[blog] series came out…The audience for that is partly other English teachers in this 
network that I work in, part is the organization itself, and part of it is also for teachers and 
other educators out there who are kind of looking for…digital writing and that kind of 
assessment. I haven’t really written for that audience before, so it…is still really 
something that I’m really negotiating, what my audience is for.  Because…I’ve really 
been using my blog as like a reflective practice tool rather than writing it for other people. 
I kind of use those royal We’s and the You audience in the second person a lot, but the 
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reward for it was knowing that I figured something out. Now…that beast came out [this 
series of posts for an audience], and I’m not really sure how I’m going to finish it. I am 
going to finish it, though. I am going to see through the risk that I’m taking.  
Aaron did in fact finish the series of four posts in the fall semester. However, later at the 
end of the fall semester, Aaron explained how, since starting his Masters in administration, he 
had less time to write on the blog and “writing, right now, isn’t moving me forward.” In other 
words, his writing had to do something for him—like help him think through teaching ideas or 
move him forward professionally.  
Aaron’s ideas about the purposes for student writing, however, were influenced by his 
network’s vision for writing to support project-based learning. He told me about what he saw as 
the role of writing in his project-based learning classroom: 
Our network is revisiting where writing belongs—it used to be do research, research, put 
it on a Powerpoint…In looking at student samples at the end of projects people [fellow 
teachers] were saying we’re not getting deeper level work. [Now], to make end projects 
better, part of the solution is to incorporate more writing.  
Unlike Lisa and Annette, Aaron was concerned with his students having an audience for 
their projects and writing. This made sense with his school 1:1 laptop program and focus on 
project-based learning. Although Aaron aspired to have his students share their writing online, 
his school districted restricted the types of writing students could share. When I asked him what 
a really good year teaching writing would like, he told me: 
I think at the end of the year I would want to get to a point where students find a place to 
publish their writing, where they know they would have an audience. That should be a 
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goal. And to me, I feel stifled by my school and not really having that option of allowing 
student work online, or publishing in any public way. That would be my end goal.  
 To circumvent this policy, Aaron ended up posting things on his blog and Twitter 
account on his students’ behalf. For example, at the beginning of the school year, on his blog, 
Aaron shared a video that he and colleagues created to introduce themselves and the “pillars” of 
their school to students (i.e., trust, respect, responsibility, adaptability, and roles). He would have 
liked to have students involved in the publication as well. He wrote, “Without being able to 
publish authentic student voices (per district policies), we had to do our best to make sure we set 
expectations that would still be relatable. Writing for YouTube and the web is tricky business…” 
Another example, below, is a screenshot from a class session where Aaron would have liked to 
have his students live-Tweet their definitions of post-traumatic stress disorders to The 
Interrupters team after watching their documentary (see Figure 22). Instead, however, Aaron had 
to write online on their behalf. This was an on-going source of frustration for Aaron, who saw 
online writing as an integral component of project-based learning.   
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Figure 22. Aaron’s tweets on his students’ behalf to The Interrupters during a class period. 
 
Of all the teachers, Alice—as a college teacher with few restrictions—had the most 
control over her curriculum and assignments. Alice wanted her First Year Composition students 
to use their writing to learn about the major issues in her field of study—composition. The 
default syllabus for the rhetoric course Alice taught asked students to engage in writing that is 
fairly similar to the writing graduate students engage in. Throughout the semester, students were 
supposed to develop a personally meaningful research question and explore it.  Alice, though, 
decided to use a different textbook and assignment sequence because during her first year 
teaching the course she thought her students struggled, saying: 
[They are supposed to] know what they are passionate about and develop a research 
question about it, but sometimes as freshman you don’t always know, which is fine.  
Sometimes it generated stuff…that was more report-like. I felt frustrated with my own 
ability to help them figure out research questions that were arguable, that were answering 
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something new and different, that were asking questions they genuinely puzzled about. 
Some students did really well, but other students struggled a lot, and I just got frustrated 
with what was happening especially with the weaker students. Also, compared to other 
writing courses I’d heard about, I felt like we weren’t reflecting very much and we 
weren’t talking about issues related to writing, like issues with Standard English and 
controversies like that…we weren’t talking about the writing process. So I felt like all the 
cool stuff I was learning about in Writing Studies and was passionate about we weren’t 
getting to that.  
 Like many content teachers, then, Alice thought that one purpose of her course should be 
to teach students about the major topics and controversies in her field—the topics of her own 
writing. She additionally wanted to teach students how to do research and write effective 
arguments. Missing from her description of writing purposes for her students, though, was the 
pursuit of personally meaningful topics—the guiding force in her own writing. 
Writing for students. Although a number of the case study teachers wrote alongside 
students, and some of them even shared their own writing with students, Hannah was the only 
teacher who identified writing for students as her primary purpose for writing. Over time she 
wrote mentor texts for students based on popular culture, shared texts and their favorite authors. 
For example, during one observation in the fall semester, she shared her story “I Need 
Chocolate!” with students, which was based on Mo Willems’ Elephant and Piggie characters (see 
Figure 23).  
    
146 
 
 
Figure 23. Hannah’s mentor text writing based on Mo Willems’ characters. 
In it, Piggie was sick. When Elephant asked him if he needed a shot, Piggie replied 
“Nooo!” Then Elephant gave Piggie chocolate instead, and he felt better. In Hannah’s second 
blog post at the National Writing Project Summer Institute, in response to a teaching 
demonstration that asked us to consider which three authors we would want to visit her 
classroom and whose work we could share with students as mentor texts, she identified (#3) 
Kevin Henkes, (#2) Rosemary Wells, and (#1) Mo Willems, writing: 
#1 MO WILLEMS!!!!! My children’s writer crush. I have yet to read one of his 
characters that I dislike:  Elephant and Piggie, The Naked Mole Rat, Knuffle Bunny, 
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Pigeon, etc. The stories and characters are fun, sweet, unusual and the kids love 
them.  Elephant and Piggie are short books, but definitely not fluff. 
 In our writing group at the Summer Institute, she shared a different mentor text she was 
developing at the time about another popular character in her students’ lives—Bruce Wayne (aka 
Batman; see Appendix C). Her story began: 
My name is Jocelyn, Jojo for short.  I have a mom, dad, 2 grandmas, 1 grandpa, 5 aunts 
and uncles, 27 cousins, and a lot more second cousins.  Right now I live with just my 
mom and dad in Gotham City.  We have lived here since I was born and I am 7 years old.  
My parents work in the tallest building in Gotham, Wayne Tower.  They are scientists 
who fix problems for people.  
  
My best friend is Boo.  When I started talking, I couldn’t say Bruce’s name, so that was 
how he got the name Boo from me.  I’m the only one who can call him that.  The last 
time Jimmy tried to call him that he was on his back in 5 seconds.  No one else tried after 
that… 
 
When I asked her about this piece, she told me that she wrote it to help “students to 
realize they can write about anything in life.” Regarding her mentor text writing at the Summer 
Institute, in general, she reflected: 
The mentor texts, I do pretty often because I mean, I just use it all the time with kids. For 
me, it’s like if it’s not fun- if I don’t like it, then they’re not going to like it. So, I do 
[them for that reason], and also because I took [a class] with Anne Haas Dyson…she did 
revolutionize my way of thinking about primary literacy, and thinking about how to 
support and access their [young students’] literacy. And it made a lot of sense because 
I’m such a pop culture person, I think.  
By showing students that it was okay to be fans who write about characters they love 
(Jenkins, 2006), and to draw from popular and classroom culture (Dyson, 1997), she created 
spaces and opportunities for student writing. Her writing, of course, inspired many Elephant and 
Piggie stories from her first graders over the course of the fall semester (see Figure 24). Hannah 
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and Samantha encouraged these types of stories; both of them saw making students comfortable 
and helping them talk about their worlds as important elements of writing in early elementary 
ESL classroom. In fact, just before Hannah shared her Elephant and Piggie story, Samantha had 
led the class in writing a shared book on the topic of their choice—Scooby Doo (see Figure 24).  
  
Figure 24. Anjali’s story, Elephant and Piggie: Should I share my ice cream? (left), and some of 
Hannah and Samantha’s scaffolds for student writing about Scooby Doo (right). 
 
Hannah thought that in a really good teaching year, she would help her first grade ESL 
students become more independent writers, and Samantha similarly wanted their students (many 
of whom start out the year not knowing any English) to feel comfortable sharing with native 
speakers and to recognize their capabilities. When asked about her idea of a great teaching year, 
Hannah said that she loved the end of the school year when students were independent, “ I mean 
that is the best part, you know, when they don’t need me. I love that.” When I went on to ask her 
what she was most responsible for as a writing teacher, she said: 
That is actually something I’m really struggling to figure out. Because this was my first 
year doing first grade writing with ELLs, looking back, I think I’m good at giving them 
vision for writing but sometimes with the basic tools I’m not as good at doing [that]. So 
pushing a little bit more, like did you spell that sight word right, those kinds of basic 
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skills, I think I needed to do that a little bit more for them…But I do feel like I can get 
kids really interested in writing…I think that’s why I wrote the Boo story. So even if all 
you did is hang out at your family’s restaurant all weekend, you know, you can write 
about something else, just getting them there. 
The early elementary teachers, then, more than most of the other teachers, were interested in 
fostering motivation, confidence, and independence in student writing. However, they did still 
feel that teaching “basic skills” was also important. 
In general, though, Hannah did not write much outside of school. Although she pretty 
regularly wrote mentor texts for students, towards the end of my observation semester, she told 
me, “honestly, I just have not been writing just for my own pleasure, for myself. Not at all…Free 
writing time is not really a priority right now…” In other words, she primarily made time for 
writing related to her job and to support her students. 
Writing for school. Samantha and Aaron similarly struggled to find time to write 
because they were both enrolled in Masters programs that required a significant amount of 
reading and writing. Although Samantha expressed interests in doing more narrative writing, 
much of her own writing time was spent on coursework assignments. We talked about how it 
was initially a struggle for her to engage in academic writing after being out of school for a long 
time. She said:  
…Last week when I was starting to do [a paper], I thought, ‘Samantha, why are you 
procrastinating? Once you start this, you really like it.’ I like the writing. I like what I’m 
learning. [But] it’s ha:rd. My brain just doesn’t want to go there at first because it is so 
different, but once I get going I’m good with it. [Although] I’d prefer to be writing 
something creative.  
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With their students, she and Hannah primarily focused on narrative writing. Samantha 
loved to write and also focused on narrative story telling at the National Writing Project Summer 
Institute, primarily recounting small moments with her family living abroad in other cultures. 
When talking to me about her interests in writing, she said:  
…I’ve lived in a lot of different places in the world...And I feel a sense of urgency in my 
writing. I would like to communicate, so:mehow, about the world and how it’s so very 
similar, rather than focus on the differences, although enjoying and honoring those 
differences [too]…So I guess that’s a desire for my writing, from my background because 
I’ve always traveled. 
Her personal writing interests, and her students’ writing, didn’t necessarily map onto her 
academic writing purposes and audiences. However Samantha did think that “any kind of good 
writing” was “focused and powerful.” 
There seemed to be a juxtaposition across cases of academic school writing as artificial 
and self-motivated, out-of-school writing as real, resulting in implications for the types of 
writing teachers shared in their classrooms. Lisa articulated this tension when she discussed 
joining a creative writing group based on her desire to start “writing like an adult” rather than 
“just writing like a teacher.” In fact, the only teachers I observed share their personal out-of-
school writing in the classroom were Alice, who shared her reviews of academic writing; 
Hannah, who shared the mentor texts she wrote specifically for students; and Annette, who 
shared her literacy narrative video from the Summer Institute with students (but not her blog 
writing). These singular incidents illustrate a lack of frequency in sharing personal writing. All of 
the teachers wrote alongside their students by modeling assignments and genres for them, often 
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with stories from their own lives; however, they did not tend to share their personal writing—
particularly writing composed outside of professional development settings—in class.  
Struggling Against the Essentialism of ‘Real’ Writing Identities 
Taking the stance that identities are attributed to situations, rather than to individuals or 
groups, Bucholtz and Hall (2006), developed ‘tacits of intersubjectivity’ as an analytic 
framework to “examine the relational dimensions of identity categories, practices, and ideologies” 
(p. 383). Specifically, they argue that through language and semiotic systems we can look at 
ways identity is used in interaction—to establish relations of similarity and difference 
(adequation and distinction), of genuineness and artifice (authentication and denaturalization), 
and of legitimacy and disempowerment (authorization and illegitimation). Each of the six 
relations is defined more specifically below:  
• adequation is “the pursuit of socially recognized sameness” (p. 383), 
• distinction is “the mechanism whereby salient difference is produced” (p. 384), 
• authentication is “the construction of a credible or genuine identity. . . [which] often 
involves the rewriting of linguistic and cultural history” (p. 385),  
• denaturalization is “the process whereby identities come to be severed from claims to 
‘realness’” (p. 386), 
• authorization is the “attempt to legitimate an identity through an institutional or other 
authority” (p. 386), and 
• illegitimation is “the process of removing or denying power” (p. 387). 
Specifically, the teachers in this study both authenticated and denaturalized their writing 
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in on-going struggles against the essentialism of ‘real’ writing identities, meaning a view of 
writers as published professionals or experts, and ‘good’ writing identities that dichotomized 
writers as good or bad.  
Authenticating and denaturalizating writing identities. The teachers in this study 
expressed various writerly identities in interactions with their students and me. Many of them 
were engaged in long-term processes of authenticating credible writer identities. However, they   
often denaturalized their identities as well, claiming them as not ‘real,’ or less ‘real’ than other 
writer identities (e.g., professional writers, real writers, good writers).  
For example, Alice was teaching her college students a lesson on the differences between 
scholarly and popular publications, and asked the class if anyone knew what peer review meant. 
Wade volunteered, and said that peer review meant it was “reviewed by someone at the same 
level as you, like writing level.” Alice agreed with him, and explained that academic writers, like 
professors, often had their writing reviewed by other professors with disciplinary expertise, 
whereas magazine and newspaper writers usually only had their writing edited by someone who 
works for the publication and may know very little about the topic. Then Alice told students that 
when reviewers for scholarly journals receive articles to review the author’s name and institution 
are not listed with it. Alice asked the students, “What is the purpose of it [a review] being blind 
and anonymous?” A young man in the class said that blind reviews could probably be more 
sincere and straightforward.  Alice agreed, and said, “so you might be an expert, but your writing 
can still be crap.” 
On the board, Alice pulled up a ‘revise and resubmit’ letter from a journal that she had 
just received yesterday, and showed students her reviews (see Figure 25).  
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Figure 25. An excerpt from Alice’s revise and resubmit letter that she shared with her students 
when discussing peer review. 
 
As she scrolled through the reviews she told students, “you can see that it’s honest. The 
reviewers tell you the truth.”  She mentioned that out of the three reviews given, the first and 
third ones were pretty helpful, but the second one, which read “An excellent article, I really 
enjoyed the article and learned from it” was “really crap” because it was so short and generic. 
When Alice asked students if they had any questions about peer review processes, a young 
woman asked her if she had ever done a peer review for a journal. Alice responded, yes, “My 
advisor asked me too.  But it’s kind of crazy because I’m just a graduate student and I’m 
probably reviewing something for a professor.” 
In this instance, Alice simultaneously challenged the idea that experts automatically had 
writerly authority and reinforced the notion that novices had less authority to review texts. It is 
possible that, as a graduate student teacher, she did this to distinguish herself from professors in 
an attempt to adequate or similarly identify with her students. However, she did confirm to me 
later that she was not even aware of the conflicting stances she took during the discussion. While 
Alice knew to tell students that expertise was not synonymous with authority, she did not 
necessarily apply this advice to herself, and her positioning ultimately illegitimated the review 
work of novices. In this instance, she also authenticated her identity as a writer participating in 
scholarly publication by sharing her own review with students, and denaturalized her identity as 
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a writer by calling herself “just a graduate student.” Such conflicted framing, however, may 
ultimately work against sincere efforts to engage students as writers. When students hear us 
saying both ‘you are a writer’ and ‘I write, but I’m not a real writer’ it might signify that ‘you 
can write in school, but that does not make you a real writer.’ 
Lisa similarly authenticated and denaturalized her writing identity. In an early interview, 
when asked about her interests in writing, she said, “When I had to start teaching writing I 
realized, you know, that I had to become a better writer on my own. Which is when I [also] 
realized again how much I really love writing and love telling stories. And from there I guess 
that pushed me into liking learning how to actually write like an adult instead of just writing like 
a teacher.” This dichotomy between “writing like a teacher” and “writing like an adult” was 
reinforced in her classroom, where she modeled writing for students based on the curriculum-
specific genres, but did not share any of her personal fiction writing during observations. It also 
brings to mind the differences between the purposes and audiences of school versus non-school 
writing discussed in the last section. 
Lisa did not tend to consider herself a writer because she saw writers as published, 
sometimes paid, professionals. When discussing why she joined a writing group, she said “I 
realized that I really do want to try to do this professionally on a greater level was what led me to 
try to take it seriously enough to learn more about it and to push myself to really doing it. 
Because I think people say all the time ‘oh, I would like to be a writer.’” Part of taking writing 
seriously, for Lisa, involved intentionally practicing particular writing strategies, which 
sometimes crossed from her own writing to her teaching. For example, when discussing her own 
writing, she described how she was working on “cutting out entire giant sections of stories that I 
was in love with but realized either wasn’t moving the story forward or I needed to take the story 
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in a different direction.” In a meeting with her own writing instructor, Will, they discussed a 
similar strategy of making her creative writing piece more subtle by “burying it” and removing 
sections of text that were too obvious. Informed by her own writing work, Lisa then had her 
students make “radical revisions” to their historical fiction stories by cutting out entire characters 
or rewriting them from a different perspective. She said that making big revisions, especially 
before a project was due, “used to scare me, but now I think they [students] are better for it.” 
A few weeks after Lisa told me she did not consider herself to be a writer, I asked her 
what she thought about students as writers. She replied “I think they can call themselves student 
writers. I’m not a big label believer, so you know, if they want to call themselves writers fine. 
Sometimes I do talk about myself and say I’m a writer because of this, that, and the other…It’s 
one component of who I am, but it wouldn’t be the one fixed title I would claim.” In fact, Lisa 
did sometimes present herself as a writer to her students. For example, inspired by her own work 
with writing groups, she and some teacher colleagues videotaped themselves critiquing writing 
in a small group to share with students. In an interview, Lisa told me that she wanted students: 
To see what that [peer critique] looks like and what it sounds like so they would be more 
willing to try it. And I think that was really helpful for the kids…And I think that’s made 
a big difference too, showing the kids I really do live this.  This is something I truly 
believe.  
She also told me about how, at the beginning of the school year, she showed her students 
six or seven versions of a story she had written that were really different. She said, “I was 
explaining to the kids, it really is ok to throw out entire cases of your story and start over. And 
with kids, I used to not want them to do that.” 
    
156 
Lisa tended to denaturalize her writer identity to me because she associated writers with 
professional work and publication. Although she drew distinctions between being a published 
writer (professionals), ‘just’ writing like a teacher (doing your job), writing like an adult (real 
writing with purpose), and student writing (writing for school), through her participation in 
writing groups and experiences “living” writing processes, she was coming to authenticate her 
writing identity—particularly with her students—and offering new opportunities to student 
writers. As with Alice, although Lisa knew to tell students that expertise was not synonymous 
with authority (by calling them writers and sometimes presenting herself as a writer), she did not 
consistently apply this advice to herself (by hesitating to call herself a writer, by distinguishing 
between teacher, adult, and professional writing), and was not attuned to how her conflicting 
stances on writerly authority might be read by her students. 
Annette similarly distinguished between her own ability to write well and identification 
as a writer. However, her ideas about herself as a writer were also tied to her own experiences 
writing in school, where she initially learned to think of writers as good writers or bad writers. In 
our first interview, Annette told me about an experience learning to write: 
…I remember that when I was in elementary school and we were doing primarily creative 
writing that I thought I wasn’t a writer because I had trouble coming up with ideas.  Like 
everything I wrote was totally derivative. I remember doing a story that was basically 
Amelia Bedelia but in a different [setting] (laughing)…[The teacher] was like, ‘this isn’t 
original’ (in condescending tone). So I don’t think it was until I was in high school 
probably that I started to get feedback from people saying, ‘you’re a good writer’ and 
‘you know how to write,’ and so…I developed an identity as someone who could write. 
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Though I don’t know that I’ve ever had an identity as a writer. It’s [been] much more in 
my professional career that I realize, oh actually, I am writing a lot (laughing).  
 In school, at an early age, Annette learned to distinguish fan fiction writing from ‘original’ 
writing, and writers who came up with ‘original’ ideas from non-writers who did not. Of course, 
some teachers, like Hannah and Samantha, actively work against such ideas by making space in 
their classrooms for writing about popular culture and famous characters from students’ lives. 
However, schools often regulate what and who children write about in much the way Annette’s 
teacher did, particularly when they focus on “the basics” and ignore children’s social and 
communicative purposes for writing (Dyson, 2006). Through positive peer and teacher feedback 
over time, though, Annette eventually came to authenticate an identity as “someone who could 
write.” Stories that others tell about us, particularly related to school, are important factors in our 
own identity narratives (Alsup, 2006; McCarthey, 2001).   
 In practice, Annette worked to help her students develop identities as people who can 
write well. Recall that she primarily focused her instruction for her sophomore English class on 
helping her high schoolers “communicate in an academic discourse.” As part of that broad goal, 
she started and led a Writing Center at College Prep High where peer tutors worked to 
collaborate with writers, rather than evaluate them. Here is a chart she used in training to help the 
tutors understand their roles as collaborators (see Figure 26): 
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Figure 26. A chart Annette used during peer tutor training for her school’s Writers Workshop. 
 It was her hope that both the clients and tutors would increase their metacognition and 
improve their writing through such collaborations. In her demonstration at the National Writing 
Project Summer Institute, Annette shared some anonymous quotes from students about their 
participation in these conversations, including this comment from a participant, “During the time 
I discussed my essay with [Student name] I felt very comfortable because she was not making 
faces or judging me while I read my essay. After reading it I was too excited to hear what advice 
she had for me to feel nervous or uncomfortable,” and this feedback from a tutor “I think being a 
tutor has let me judge my own writing less personally. Usually I am very proud of my writing 
and I don’t like to make changes, but after tutoring, I am not afraid to cross out whole paragraphs 
and rewrite them.” Student collaboration in the Writing Center, then, was helping both tutees and 
tutors feel more confident about their writing, and adapt their own writing practices.  
Like Annette, Hannah’s experiences writing in school influenced the way she saw herself 
as a writer. Unlike Annette, however, Hannah never developed positive writing associations in 
school. In fact, she was the only teacher in the study who did not have pleasant memories of 
successful writing from school. When I asked her to talk to me about an experience learning to 
write, she said: 
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…To be honest, I don’t really have very good memories of writing. I think I really just 
remember feeling like I’m not very good at it. And I do feel like that’s always been a bit 
of a weakness of my English coursework. I lo:ve reading, I love talking about reading, 
but when it actually comes to writing, I know because I’m not the most ordered person, 
writing is difficult for me at times, for sure…I actually have a very distinct memory from 
my freshman year of high school…There was this guy in my class who wrote the most 
amazing paragraph responses. They sounded like a teacher. And the teacher would 
always read them in class as an example, and I was like ‘oh my gosh I’ll never write like 
that.’ 
In school, Hannah learned to distinguish herself from good writers, and came to 
denaturalize her own writing identity. Perhaps unsurprisingly, compared to the other teachers 
who experienced many successes with writing in their lives, Hannah was the least confident 
writer, and the teacher who wrote the least for pleasure. However, she wanted to create a 
different school experience for her students. For example, on her homepage for her National 
Writing Project Summer Institute digital portfolio, she wrote, “As I empower my students to 
speak their voice through writing and technology, their confidence in life will grow and lead 
them to the truth:  ‘I'm a writer and a pretty good writer’.” In practice, she and Samantha fostered 
such confidence not only by allowing students to write on topics of choice, including popular 
culture, but also by creating a culture that encouraged talk and the sharing of writing. In addition 
to allowing students to talk while the composed, and giving them time to share most days, they 
also celebrated when students finished pieces. For example, at two observations in November, 
students sat in pairs on the rug and read their stories to each other. Hannah commended the 
students for being “brave” when they shared their writing, and videotaped them reading aloud to 
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each other. Unlike in her own school experience, where the teacher shared one exemplary piece 
of writing with the class (often from the same student), in her own classroom Hannah created 
many opportunities for all students to frequently share their writing. 
For both Annette and Hannah, school served as a powerful sponsor of their literacy that 
sometimes suppressed their identities as writers. Brandt (2001) describes sponsors of literacy as: 
…any agents, local or distant, concrete or abstract, who enable, enable, support, teach, 
and model, as well as recruit, regulate, suppress, or withhold literacy—and gain 
advantage by it in some way…Although the interests of the sponsor and the sponsored do 
not have to converge (and, in fact, may conflict), sponsors nevertheless set the terms for 
access to literacy and wield powerful incentives for compliance and loyalty. (p. 18) 
Because schools and teachers have such great authorizing power over students’ writing 
identities and practices, it is important for educators to recognize and work against the pervasive 
technical-rational orientation that focuses on the most efficient achievement of objectives, and 
the ranking and sorting of writers. 
Summary: ‘Real’ Writing and Writers 
Just as we know that young children do social work when composing (Dyson, 1993), so 
too did the teachers in these studies. They wrote on topics that mattered to them, with people 
who cared, in order to do something in the world or in their lives. In addition to their stated 
purposes for writing, for example, Lisa wrote with the hopes of eventually getting into a graduate 
program, Aaron wrote as a resume of sorts for future jobs, Anita wrote as part of a craft-
swapping practice, and Hannah wrote to help her students fall in love with characters and writing. 
And of course, many of them wrote with the hopes of becoming better teachers. In Alice, Aaron, 
and Hannah’s cases, in particular, there was much blurring between personal and professional 
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writing. However, there was a persistent misalignment between the purposes and audiences of 
teacher writing (writing for real audiences, writing that does something for the writer) and more 
traditional writing in school (writing for the teacher, writing that showcases content knowledge 
or writing skills). School writing did not tend to parallel the work that writing does in the world. 
Although all of the teachers, to some extent, tried to create a classroom where students 
were audiences for each other’s work, over the course of this study I rarely observed school 
writing that traveled beyond classroom walls to broader audiences and with out-of-school 
purposes. The ways Aaron’s desire to create online audiences for his students was stymied by his 
school’s regulations highlights the challenges many teachers currently face when they do make 
the decision to take student writing public.    
The teachers who experienced the fewest tensions between their own writing and students 
writing related to purpose and audience were Aaron and Alice, who wrote online and 
academically, just as their students. Although Lisa wrote creatively using writing processes, 
much like her students, she had concerns about their mastery of “academic” writing. At the time 
of the study, Annette, Hannah, and Samantha were writing differently from their students. This is 
not particularly surprising since Annette taught in a college preparatory school focused on 
academic writing, and Hannah and Samantha taught very young writers. Particularly since 
alignment between teachers’ in- and out-of-school writing seemed to have implications for how 
teachers shared writing with students, though, it deserves attention in writing-focused 
professional development for teachers.  
 Furthermore, these cases highlight potential difficulties of authenticating writer identities 
in the face of on-going essentialism of who writers are and what writing in school means. The 
teachers in this study denaturalized their own writing identities when they thought of writers as 
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professionals who published through traditional means, when teachers told them their writing did 
not count, or when they were compared to other writers in school. The teachers, though, 
authenticated their identities, too, particularly in the ways they structured classroom 
opportunities for their own students. Further research on the implications of presenting 
conflicting stances to students would be interesting, as well as intentional explorations of such 
conflict in teacher education and professional development.  
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CHAPTER 7 
 
SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 
 
I began this dissertation by sharing my own joys and struggles capitalizing on my writing 
practices in my classroom instruction. Hannah, Samantha, Lisa, Aaron, Annette, and Alice’s 
cases offer a more in-depth critique of the perceived boundaries between writing practices in 
school and everyday contexts, and insight into teachers’ trajectories of participation across such 
practices. Particularly at a time of increased standardization and over-simplification of teaching 
practice, I see this as important work because it positions teaching as dialogic and teachers as 
experts and learners engaged in complex processes over time. This research focused on both 
connections and tensions between writing and teaching writing enacted by k-16 teachers. I have 
attempted to tell stories that both honor teachers’ literate experiences as valuable classroom 
resources, and highlight the difficulties they may face attempting to incorporate them in teaching.  
In this chapter, I review the major findings of the study, and make an argument for 
recognizing trajectories of teacher participation. I discuss the transformative potential of 
incorporating teachers’ everyday practices as classroom resources in school, and ways we might 
help literacy teachers become “players” in teacher education and professional development. 
Although my research and instructional suggestions are based on case studies of a small group of 
teachers, similar dynamics between teachers’ everyday and professional work are consistent with 
the existing literature (Brooks, 2007; Gleeson & Prain, 1996; Thornton, 2010) and likely occur in 
the classrooms of other teacher writers. I conclude as I began, in personal reflection, with 
thoughts about how this journey has influenced my future research. 
Summary of Findings 
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This study builds on a rich tradition of sociocultural research that recognizes students’ 
out-of-school literacy practices as resources (Hull & Schultz, 2002; Lankshear & Knobel, 2006) 
by exploring teachers’ out-of-school literacy practices, classroom instruction, and the notion that 
“writing teachers must write.” Specifically, I examined the relationship between writing and 
teaching writing—both how writing helps teachers provide better instruction and how it 
complicates their teaching. Here, I offer a summary of the major findings using the two main 
themes that guided the research questions: connections and tensions across teachers’ trajectories 
of participation. I use the findings related to connections to discuss a dialogic perspective on 
teacher practice, and the findings about tensions to discuss a social practice perspective on 
school writing. 
A dialogic perspective on teacher practice. This research made visible the ways 
elementary, middle, high school, and college writing teachers wove together everyday and 
professional worlds and identities. The teachers in this study used their literacy practices—both 
academic and non-academic—in their everyday lives to make meaning in the world. They also 
drew from these literacy practices in their instruction and identity work. Like Hannah and 
Samantha, who incorporated their interests in cultural border crossing into their own writing and 
first grade ESL instruction, the teachers wrote and taught about topics that interested them. They 
also developed specialized language to talk about and practices to engage in their particular types 
of writing, for example, Lisa with creative writing and Alice with academic writing. Finally, just 
as Annette showcased her own vulnerability as a writer, the teachers capitalized intentionally on 
their writing identities in their instruction.  
By recognizing the connections in teachers’ trajectories of participation across varied 
social practices, I attempt to highlight a dialogic perspective on teacher practice, meaning an 
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understanding that teaching requires constant negotiation of identities and practices that develop 
over time through interaction (Britzman, 1991; see also Bakhtin, 1981). Britzman (1991) writes 
that within a dialogic understanding of teaching, “the tensions among what has preceded, what is 
confronted, and what one desires shape the contradictory realities of learning to teach. Learning 
to teach is a social process of negotiation…” (p. 8) This view is consistent with sociocultural 
approaches that emphasize the ways practices and identities develop by tying together seemingly 
unrelated activities over time (e.g., Bakhtin, 1981; Bourdieu, 1977; Dyson, 1999; Latour, 2005; 
Prior, 1998; Scollon, 2001). To understand teaching as a dialogic practice, we must look broadly 
at teachers’ complex networking of identities and practices across varied participation, and 
“…the complicated pattern of behavior that emerges from people’s actions with each other and 
with their social situation over time (Bourdieu, 1981)” (as cited in Spillane & Miele, 2007, pp. 
58-59).  
A social practice perspective on school writing. Teachers, like students, have rich out-
of-school literate experiences. In order for teachers to capitalize on these experiences as 
classroom resources, however, their instruction needs to reflect an acknowledgment of the social 
work involved in writing. One significant way the teachers’ literate practices diverged from their 
students, for example, was in their purposes for writing. Most of the teachers were highly 
motivated to write for varied purposes and audiences, but tended to align their students’ writing 
assignments to their curricula. For students, this meant that their purposes and audiences for 
official school writing were typically limited to their teachers’ stated purposes and to classroom 
spaces. In Annette’s case, for example, this was manifested in a primary focus on academic 
literary-analysis writing in her traditional classes versus a focus on interest-driven writing in her 
extracurricular Agora days classes. Across cases, curricula and assignments tended to reinforce a 
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vision of writing to master a genre or set of standards, or to display knowledge, rather than 
writing to do social work in the world.  
These cases also highlighted the complex identity work engaged in by writing teachers at 
a time when our understandings of writing and writers are rapidly changing (Cremin & Baker, 
2010; McKinney & Giorgis, 2009; Thornton, 2010). Although narrow ideas about writing as 
formal work and writers as published authors, espoused by practitioners and researchers alike, 
are common, conceptions are evolving to include informal and digital writing because “in the 
21st century people write as never before—in print and online” (Yancey, 2009, p. 1). Although 
we are expanding our ideas of writing to incorporate more of the informal types of daily writing 
we engage in for social purposes, deeply rooted ideas remain about writing as an official task 
that only some people have the authority to undertake. For example, in Lisa’s case, this meant 
that she drew distinctions between writing like an adult, a teacher, a student, or a professional. In 
Alice’s case, it meant that she did not feel authorized to engage in high-stakes, scholarly peer 
review. Yet again, this limited vision of writing and writers was reflected in curricula and 
instructional practices that did not tend to value informal, online, or primarily communicative 
types of composing. If we are able to better re-envision school writing as social work, the types 
of writing and writers that count will change as well.  
These cases highlight why we cannot make assumptions about the ways teachers’ 
everyday literate practices inform their writing instruction, particularly when teachers often work 
within curricular and historical contexts that espouse limited views of literacy and writing. When 
“writing teachers write,” in other words, it may have minimal influence on their instruction 
(Robbins, 1990). This research highlighted particular complexities of teaching writing in 
contemporary schooling that may make it difficult to draw from out-of-school writing, such as 
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conflicting perceptions about the purposes of writing in- and out-of-school, and inconsistencies 
in writing identities and authority. However, attention to tensions may be a particularly 
promising way to help teachers intentionally capitalize on their out-of-school practices to enrich 
and transform their writing instruction, as I discuss in the next section.  
Implications for Research, Teacher Education, and Professional Development 
With this research, I argue that theoretical attention to the development of practices and 
identities across diverse networks of participation (Dreier, 1999; Prior, 1998; Scollon, 2001; 
Wenger, 1998) can help us reconceptualize how we understand, study, and promote writing 
instruction and teacher development. Specifically, I advocate for recognizing teachers’ out-of-
school practices as classroom resources, attending to tensions as we seek to transform 
instructional practices, and helping teachers become players when we incorporate writing in 
teacher education and professional development. 
Capitalizing on teachers’ out-of-school practices as classroom resources. Dyson 
(1993) writes, “If we as educators do not work to ‘widen the boundaries of possible discourse’ in 
school (Rosen & Rosen, 1973, p. 1), we risk setting up unnecessary choices among home, peer, 
and school ways with words” (p. 228). Similarly if we as teacher educators, professional 
developers, and researchers do not ‘widen the boundaries of possible discourse’ and what counts 
as possible resources for instruction, we reinforce this false dichotomy between school and 
everyday life. With this dissertation, I have attempted to show how we might broaden these 
borders in teacher practice research by moving beyond classroom walls with writing teachers. 
I have similarly started to make moves to try this in my own instruction. This year, when 
I challenged my pre-service students to engage in a Teachers as Writers assignment in a genre 
and on a topic of their choice, with the only guideline that they should engage in writing 
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processes like drafting and revision, and intend to share the writing with someone outside of 
class (e.g., resume and cover letters for job applications, speeches for the best friend’s wedding, 
blog posts), I realized how deeply rooted the dichotomy between in-school and out-of-school 
writing is. My students struggled—they did not write like this in school, did not know where to 
begin, and had many questions about how they would be graded. Writing in school, for many of 
them, had become a means to obtain a grade, not a means to do social work in the world. In their 
reflective pieces after the assignment, one student wrote: 
Even though I am a firm believer in practicing what I preach I tend to forgot [sic] how 
easily teachers can apply that concept to their lives. I really appreciated the idea behind 
the Teachers as Writers project because it reminded me that teaching is more than just 
presenting concepts and it goes beyond modeling; it is about living and breathing the 
things we teach, or preach. I also find it interesting that I struggled with what type of 
writing to do with this project, even though I legitimately write all the time… 
Another student wrote: 
…I was motivated by the fact that this piece was something important to me. Therefore, 
this assignment helped me to see the value in making sure writing projects/assignments 
are meaningful or useful to students. Also, when I think about teaching each step of the 
writing process to students, I typically view of each step as a structured phase that only 
pertains to creating writer’s workshop projects. However, after participating in this 
assignment and reflecting on my experience, I now realize that I naturally go through 
each step of the writing process without even thinking about it. In addition, I also realized 
that once the writing process is learned, the steps, although each serving its own valuable 
purpose, naturally flow together…” 
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I share this project and these responses as an example for how we might make spaces in 
our classrooms and professional development spaces to recognize teachers’ participation across 
varied literate experiences, particularly by unanchoring our instructional visions from the 
institutional walls we typically work within. The National Writing Project Summer Institute and 
Writing Across the Curriculum seminars, of course, offer other examples of how to incorporate 
the recognition of personal literate experiences in professional contexts. Both ground their 
professional development on teaching writing in the experiences of writing (McLeod, 1995; 
NWP & Nagin, 2006). However, teacher educators and professional developers need to do more 
than provide opportunities for teachers to experience writing processes and write on topics and 
for audiences of choice; we need to help teachers figure out how to intentionally draw from such 
experiences in their instruction.  
Beyond recognizing teachers’ participation in out-of-school practices, then, I suggest that 
we work strategically to increase teacher reflection and deliberation. Much as students’ 
educations can be enriched by building links to their everyday lives, teachers’ pedagogical 
practices can be informed—and potentially transformed—by encouraging explicit reflection on 
connections and tensions in their participation across trajectories of practices. Whitney (2009), 
drawing on the work of Kegan (2000) and Mezirow (1991), explains how “transformational 
learning can be looked at as a process of gaining agency or control over one’s processes of 
interpretation” (p. 147). To encourage transformational learning and instruction, then, we need to 
create learning spaces for on-going reflection and play—two processes that I turn to now.  
Transformation through reflection on tension. The findings point to multiple tensions 
across teacher writers’ trajectories of participation across varied practices, and attention to 
tension is a prerequisite for transforming instructional practices. The ways “tensions are taken up, 
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talked about, attended to, and remedied by teachers…can produce development that crosses both 
personal and professional domains” (Whitney, 2009, p. 237; see also Alsup, 2006). In teacher 
education and professional development ranging from the NWP to WAC seminars, then, explicit 
discussions about the purposes and audiences of in-school versus out-of school writing, what 
writing means and who writers are, as well as the ways our personal writing experiences diverge 
from our students’, are warranted. Critical examinations of the types of writing we share with our 
students and how our writing identifications position students would also provide insights into 
tension, and serve as a potential site for transformation. Next time I teach the Teachers as Writers 
project, for example, I intend to ask my teachers to reflect specifically on audience and purpose 
in their typical school writing, this particular assignment, and their students’ school writing. As a 
field, we need to continue exploring how, particularly in a highly regulated era of standardization, 
we can provide opportunities for our students to experience the most meaningful aspects of our 
own writing practices.   
Incorporating teacher writing: Helping teachers become players. Opportunities for 
teachers to pursue writing seemed to vary across k-16 contexts in this study. For example, Alice, 
as a college instructor, had ample support to engage in authentic, personally meaningful writing 
within her institutional context, coupled with more freedom to control her curriculum than most 
of the other teachers. In fact, in her argument against teacher writing, Jost (1990) claimed that 
high school teachers do not have time in their schedules for daily writing and reflection, and are 
not rewarded for writing. In this study, although Hannah, Samantha, Aaron, and Annette had 
opportunities for extended writing at the NWP Summer Institute, neither of the elementary 
teachers continued writing much during the following school year. It may be that elementary 
teachers, who often lack specialized backgrounds in writing, work within highly regulated 
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curricular contexts, and have few opportunities for collaboration during the school day, need 
particular support to engage in extensive writing over time. Communities such as the National 
Writing Project often offer outreach opportunities for alumni and their colleagues, such as 
teacher-inquiry and teacher- and administrator-writing groups. In my own experiences working 
with such groups, ones that offer teachers course credits or CPDUs and integrate teachers’ 
classroom experiences are most successful.  
For professional developers, particular challenges of incorporating teacher writing 
include providing support for on-going opportunities for elementary, middle and high school 
teachers, and developing player dispositions that translate to classroom work, especially when 
teachers are working with mandated curricula. As described in chapter five, a player is a writer 
“handling the ball in the field…[the] game is messy, messy, messy…Writing isn’t something 
with steps or formulas. It isn’t a performance or set of skills. Rather it’s an activity that needs the 
player to bring ‘her game.’ This is all an orientation to writing” (Smith, Feb. 7, 2013). When we 
encourage teachers to become players then, we simultaneously foster understandings of writing 
and teaching as social, dialogic practices. Dyson (1993) similarly describes how we might play 
with language in our classrooms, with our students: 
…we [teachers] might not work, but play. That is, we might let ourselves enjoy 
collaborative and playful talk with our students. Such moments are not planned; they 
arise from a sensitivity to the happy mix of childhood and language, and, given that they 
contribute to classroom cohesiveness and comfort, they are generative of more such 
moments. (p. 229) 
The important point is that when teachers become players, as described in chapter five, 
they often broaden the classroom opportunities they provide their students.  
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My Future Research: Connected Learning  
 My graduate school experience and dissertation research have certainly helped me 
become a player in writing, in learning, and in teaching. Grades have come to matter less to me, 
and interest-driven learning, personal discovery, and interaction have come to matter so much 
more. As is likely to happen when you are fortunate enough to study and teach what you love all 
day, my personal and professional lives have intertwined to an extent that they had not in my 
elementary and middle school teaching days, only furthering my interests in k-16 studies of 
writing teachers and instruction. 
While I highlighted the voices of teachers in this research—important work at a time 
when teachers voices are so often left out of conversations about teaching and learning—I hope 
that my next project highlights the interaction of teacher(s) and students when working together 
in a classroom or afterschool space with an explicit goal of connecting spheres of learning. I 
began my dissertation with a focus on teachers’ funds of knowledge, but never felt that Moll, 
Amanti, Neff, and Gonzalez (2001) meant quite the same thing I did; they were referring 
explicitly to the “household and community resources” (p. 133) of minority families, whereas I 
was thinking somewhat more narrowly about teachers’ literate resources. I have since become 
interested in a similar line of research on connected learning. Again, this framework claims that 
“by focusing educational attention on the links between different spheres of learning—peer 
culture, interests, and academic subjects—we can better support interest-driven and meaningful 
learning in ways that take advantage of the democratizing potential of digital networks and 
online resources” (Ito et al., 2013, p. 87). In Chicago, where I begin my new position in August, 
I have begun inquiring into a few possibilities for my next research project—Convergence 
Academies, a “whole school model that supports 21st Century learning by integrating digital 
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media and technology into curriculum instruction, learning, and culture across an entire school” 
(http://www.colum.edu/CCAP/Programs/i3-convergence-academies/i3background/); 826 Chi, a 
“non-profit organization dedicated to supporting students ages 6 to 18 with their creative and 
expository writing skills, and to helping teachers inspire their students to write” 
(http://www.826chi.org/); and the Digital Youth Network, a “hybrid digital literacy program that 
creates opportunities for youth to engage in learning environments that span both in-school and 
out-of-school contexts” (http://www.digitalyouthnetwork.org/1-about/pages/1-overview). In this 
project, I hope to focus on one classroom case, and the experiences of students in addition to the 
teacher(s). I see this project building towards my broader research agenda of studying the social 
and cultural processes of teaching literacy, with ultimate goals of the development and 
transformation of more equitable teaching practices related to students’ use of written and 
spoken language. 
Conclusion 
The key theme of this dissertation has been understanding the processes of teaching 
writing from a dialogic perspective. It drew from Bakhtin’s (1986) theory of dialogism that 
shows how “all our utterances are filled with others’ words, varying degrees of ‘our-own-
ness’…which we assimilate, rework, and reaccentuate” (p. 89). In this study, the writing teachers’ 
classroom words and practices undoubtedly “taste[d] of the context and contexts in which [they 
had] lived” (Bakhtin, 1981, p. 293). Many of these contexts, of course, were everyday settings 
outside of schools. Rather than reinforcing an arbitrary divide between in-school and out-of-
school practices; however, I attempted to show how profoundly intertwined our professional and 
everyday practices actually are. This kind of mindset is in direct opposition to many current 
understandings that position teacher practice as a set of skills—learned primarily in professional 
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contexts—to master. This close examination of writing teachers at work reveals the messy 
complexity of teaching and learning. Regarding the work of teaching writing, then, I believe that 
as we become players, with writing and with teaching, we come to acknowledge the social work 
of both endeavors. With careful reflection and intention we can transform our curriculum and 
classrooms to craft spaces for our students to engage in composing as social work as well.   
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APPENDIX A 
 
CONVENTIONS USED IN THE PRESENTATION OF TRANSCRIPTS 
 
(Dyson, 1993, p. 37) 
 
() Parentheses enclosing text contain contextual notes. 
 Empty parentheses indicate unintelligible words and phrases. 
 
[] Brackets contain explanatory information inserted by me, rather than the speaker. 
 
[ A single large bracket is used to indicate overlapping speech. 
 
N-O Capitalized letters separated by hyphens indicate that the letters were spoken or words 
were spelled aloud by the speaker. 
 
NO  A capitalized word or phrase indicates increased volume. 
 
no An underlined word indicates a stressed word. 
 
/n/  Parallel slashed lines indicate that the speaker made the sound of the enclosed letter or 
letters. 
 
/n:/ A colon inserted into the word or sentence indicates that the sound of the previous letter 
was elongated. 
 
… Ellipsis points inserted in the middle of a blank line indicate omitted material. 
 
-- Dashes indicate interrupted utterances. 
 
    
192 
 
APPENDIX B 
 
INTERVIEW PROTOCOLS 
 
Interview Questions for Lisa  
Interview 1 (November 2009): 
1. Tell me about an experience learning to write. 
2. Tell me about an experience that you’ve had teaching writing. 
3. Tell me about a recent writing experience. 
 
Interview 2-5 drew from Brandt’s (2001) life history semi-structure interview script (February-
March 2010): 
Demographic Questions 
Date of birth 
Place of birth  
Place of rearing 
Gender/race 
Type of household (childhood) 
Type of household (current) 
Great-grandparents’ schooling and occupations, if known 
Grandparents’ schooling and occupations, if known 
Parents’/guardians’ schooling and occupations, if known 
Names and locations of all schools attended 
Other training 
Degrees, dates of graduation, size of graduating class 
Past/current/future occupations 
 
Early Childhood Memories 
Earliest memories of seeing other people reading/writing 
Earliest memories of self writing/reading 
Earliest memories of direct or indirect instruction 
Memories of places writing/reading occurred 
Occasions associated with writing/reading 
People associated with writing/reading 
Organizations associated with writing/reading 
Materials available for writing/reading 
Ways materials entered households 
Kinds of materials used 
Role of technologies 
 
Writing & Reading in School 
Earliest memories of writing/reading in school 
Memories of kinds of writing/reading done in school 
Memories of direct instruction 
Memories of self-instruction 
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Memories of peer instruction 
Memories of evaluation 
Uses of assignments/other school writing and reading 
Audiences of school-based writing 
Knowledge drawn on to complete assignments 
Resources drawn on to complete assignments 
Kinds of materials available for school-based writing/reading 
Kinds of materials used 
Role of technologies 
 
Writing & Reading with Peers 
Memories of sharing writing and reading 
Memories of writing and reading to/with friends 
Memories of writing and reading in play 
Memories of seeing friends reading and writing 
Memories of reading friends’ writing 
 
Extracurricular Writing and Reading 
Organizations or activities that may have involved writing or reading 
Writing contests, pen pals, and so forth 
 
Self-Initiated Writing or Reading 
Purposes for writing and reading at different stages 
Genres 
Audiences/uses 
Teaching/learning involved 
 
Writing on the Job 
Same questions as above 
 
Civic or Political Writing 
 
Influential People 
Memories of people who had a hand in one’s learning to write and read 
 
Influential Events 
Significant events in the process of learning to write 
 
Purposes for Writing and Reading Overall 
 
Values 
Relative importance of writing and reading 
Motivations  
Consequences 
 
Current Uses of Reading and Writing 
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All reading and writing done in the six months prior to the interview 
 
Sense of Literacy Learning 
Interviewee’s own sense of how he or she learned to read and write  
Sense of how people in general learn to read and write 
 
Interview Questions for Alice 
Interviews 1 (October 2011) 
1. Talk to me about the syllabus for your class and how you developed it. 
2. What are your goals for the assignment(s) I’ve been observing? 
3. I’d like to get a sense of the writing you’re doing this semester.  What range of things are 
you writing and who are the people you’re talking to and working with this semester? 
 
Interview 2 (October 2011) 
1. Can you talk about the writing you shared with your writing group recently? 
2. It seems like whenever you’re working in a new genre, the first thing you do is reach out 
to people and have them give you their similar documents to kind of learn what that genre 
is and to model it? Do your undergrads similarly have access to the kinds of writing they 
will do, and a network to reach out to? 
3. Also, you have a lot of internal motivation for your writing. How do those ideas apply to 
undergrad writing in your course? 
 
Interview 3 (October (2011) 
1. Can you talk to me about a few of your specific writing projects from this semester? 
• Qualifying exam 
• Proposal writing with advisor 
• Syllabus, curriculum, and assignments 
• Justice Mentoring Project 
• Journal submission 
 
Interview Questions for Hannah, Samantha, Aaron, and Annette drew from Whitney’s 
(2006) National Writing Project Summer Institute interview protocols 
Interview 1 (May-June 2012, before SI experience): 
1.  I’d like to know your story of what brings you to the local NWP SI.  What are some of the 
important events along the path that brought you to SI? 
 
2.  Can you give me a sense of the range of writing you engage in (for work, for fun, for 
social reasons etc) and who you interact with?  [For example, on any given day, I do 
academic writing for my graduate program and online writing on Facebook, Twitter, blogs, 
and google chat. Once a week I also meet with my writing group, and once a month I meet 
with fellow teachers to write curricular materials.]  
 
3.  Tell me about an experience learning to write. 
 
4.  Tell me about an experience teaching writing. 
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5.  Tell me about a recent writing experience.  
 
6.  How would you feel about me observing 1-2 times/week in your classroom in the fall or 
spring?    Would you be willing to participate in a study? 
 
7.  Is there anything else you want to tell me about your relationship to writing or teaching 
writing?   
 
Interview 2 (July 2012, after SI experience): 
1. Can you talk to me about your experience at the Summer Institute?   
 
2. What was your favorite part?   
 
3. Tell me about an important moment from this summer. 
• What did you learn from this moment? 
• What qualities in you did this period (summer) bring out? 
 
4.  What kinds of writing did you do at the SI? (get categories, types, etc.) 
• What topics have you been writing about?   
• Do you have an audience in mind for any of the writing you’ve done here? 
• Have you done writing like this in the past? (How did you come to it?, What was that 
like?) 
• How is your writing the same as it was before?  How is it different? 
• How do you feel when you are writing?  How do you feel when you share your 
writing?   
• Can you tell me about one piece in particular that feels interesting or important. 
 
5. What would you say now about writing that you wouldn’t have said before?   
 
6.  What would you say now about teaching that you wouldn’t have said before?   
 
7.  Can you describe what a really good writing instructional period looks like for you?  What 
about a really good year/semester teaching writing? 
 
8.  What would you say are your main jobs as a writing teacher, the things you feel most 
responsible for? 
 
9. What—if anything—do you think you will take into your instruction, and how? 
 
10. What suggestions would you give to improve the SI? 
 
Interview 3 (Jan-Feb 2013, after fall 2012 classroom observations): 
1. What are you focusing on in your writing instruction this year? Can you review the major 
units/assignments you’ve taught so far, and your goals for each?  
• What are you feeling most successful about from your writing instruction?  
• What have you struggling with? 
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2. What resources have you used to plan your writing units/assignments?  
• Anything from the NWP SI?  Specifically, any activities, books/readings, technology, 
or collaborations? 
 
3. At the SI, you did your demo about X. How have you continued that work in your 
classroom this year? Any challenges? 
 
4. At SI, you were writing X.  I’m wondering how your writing after the SI is similar to what 
you wrote at the SI, and how is it different. What writing did you do during the fall 
semester?  If your writing is different than at the SI, why do you think that is? 
• What about writing related to your teaching?  
• Who have you collaborated with on your own writing or on teaching writing? 
 
5. I’m hoping you can tell me about a writing you have been engaged with this fall.   
 
6. What, if any, influence do you think your participation in the SI has had on your 
instruction? 
 
7. Had you planned or hoped to bring anything into your instruction from the SI that has 
been difficult to do? If so, why? 
 
8.   What on-going support do you think the local NWP site could give to help you with your 
own writing or writing instruction? 
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APPENDIX C 
 
HANNAH’S WRITING 
 
Hannah’s Mentor Text Writing, “My Friend Boo,” shared with our NWP Summer  
Institute Writing Group (6.14.12)  
 
BOOK 1 (My Friend Boo) 
 
My name is Jocelyn, Jojo for short.  I have a mom, dad, 2 grandmas, 1 grandpa, 5 aunts and 
uncles, 27 cousins, and a lot more second cousins.  Right now I live with just my mom and dad 
in Gotham City.  We have lived here since I was born and I am 7 years old.  My parents work in 
the tallest building in Gotham, Wayne Tower.  They are scientists who fix problems for people.   
 
My best friend is Boo.  When I started talking, I couldn’t say Bruce’s name, so that was how he 
got the name Boo from me.  I’m the only one who can call him that.  The last time Jimmy tried 
to call him that he was on his back in 5 seconds.  No one else tried after that. 
 
My parents work for Boo’s dad and we get invited to their house a lot.  Actually it’s not really a 
house, it’s like 20 regular houses in one.  There are so many rooms that every time I come over 
we explore a new room.  I can’t remember how many times I’ve gone over, so I can’t remember 
how many rooms I have seen.  Some of the rooms have names like “The Grand Room”  or “The 
Ballroom” or “The Music Room.”  They have all sorts of weird stuff in them like a chandelier as 
big as car and a bunch of paintings of Boo’s family.  Some of his great great great grandfather’s 
had strange facial hair.  Boo’s house is far from the city but he has a butler, Mr. Alfred, who 
picks me up when we want to play.  I give him chocolates smuggled from Mom’s Europe box 
and let him braid my hair to say thank you, because otherwise I’d be stuck at afterschool.  My 
favorite room is Boo’s tree house.  It’s in a big old knotty oak in the yard.  I was a little scared of 
the rope ladder at first, but now I’m really good at climbing up.  Boo is the best at climbing, he 
can get all the way to the top of the tree.  He’s never gonna get me up there, I’m not crazy.  We 
keep our favorite legos and bags of Cheetos in secret spaces.  We cut some parts of the boards in 
the wall that push out to reveal a hideaway.  I also sliced out the inside of a book so we could 
hide things in the middle. Destroying books goes against our principles but we both agreed it was 
really boring.   
 
Dr. and Mrs. Wayne have fancy parties with lots of people, but they also have just our family 
over for dinner.  When we go to the fancy parties mom buys me a new dress.  The last dress was 
electric blue with a puffy skirt covered with silver glitter.  At the parties Boo wears a penguin 
suit, that’s what he calls it.  He really does look like a penguin and we waddle around.  Boo only 
likes waddling in it, but he really hates it, says the bow tie feels like it’s choking him.  I tell him I 
don’t like it either, but I really do.  he puts his arm out and we have adult conversation.  We say 
things like, “You did a wonderful job on the new project” or “Did you buy a new car?”  
Sometimes Mike comes.  Mike’s dad works at Boo’s dad’s company too.  I’m always careful 
what I say to Mike and Mike’s dad.  At one party, I told Mike that he couldn’t have a piece of 
my brownie and he grabbed the whole thing.  Before I could do anything, Mike’s dad came over, 
bent down and glanced around with glinting eyes.  He told me he was sorry and that Mike would 
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NEVER do that again.  He whispered the whole conversation but Mike shrunk the whole time.  I 
was the one whose brownie was taken, but I wished I was in another room.  I try to avoid Mike 
after that, but it’s hard.  We go to the same school and he tries to act like he is Boo’s best friend.  
When Mike shows up I stick to Boo like glue.   
 
Boo lives in a castle.  I like to pretend I’m a princess when I go there, but a princess who puts 
bad knights in jail and rides horses with Boo.  He doesn’t mind the princess part cause we go on 
so many adventures and I don’t mind the masks he likes to wear.  He says he is Robin Hood, so 
he has to cover up so no one will know his identity.  He has 12, sometimes he even lets me wear 
one, but they make me sweat.  We don’t just pretend to ride horses, we ride real horses.  I used to 
think everyone had horses like Boo and asked my mom why we didn’t have any.  That was when 
I learned that having 12 horses like Boo isn’t normal.   
 
I’m the fastest girl in my grade.  When the boys try to kiss girls, they can’t catch me.  When Boo 
is too slow I go ahead and play scout.  A scout is someone who checks out the path ahead to see 
if there are any traps.  Sometimes Boo wants to “train” with me.  We have races so he can 
practice, I always beat him, but he is improving.  Right now he’s the 4th fastest boy is our grade, 
but he really wants to be 1st. 
 
Going to school with Mike kind of sucks.  He is always doing card tricks and trying to take the 
good stuff other kids have.  Mimi had a cookie in her lunch and Mike wanted it.  He had lots of 
other good stuff in his lunch, but no homemade cookie.  Mimi loves her mom’s cookies and 
wouldn’t trade with Mike.  You could see his cheeks getting red, he spoke in a whisper and his 
eyes started to glint like his dad.  Mimi voice was shaking but she was brave and said no just like 
the teacher said, firmly but not mean.  Mike was saying her book bag might disappear if she 
didn’t listen to him, when Boo stepped up to him and told him to stop.  Ever since then, Mike 
makes sure Boo isn’t around when he wants something.  Sometimes Mike says true but mean 
things about people.  He said that Jenny’s shoes had holes and the class was so surprised we 
started whispering and giggling.  I said she should tape her holes and the class giggled.  I was 
laughing too when I saw Jenny’s sad eyes, my stomach started squirming.  Boo stepped up to me 
and told me to stop.  He put his arm around Jenny and everyone stopped.  I told Jenny I was 
sorry and Boo smiled at me.  Boo helps kids when they are hurt or if they hurt someone else.  
Boo is a fair and true friend. 
 
We love to eat sushi.  It’s a little weird cause most kids don’t like it, but Boo and I eat it at my 
house.  Mike wanted to come over to my house because Boo was, but once we told him we were 
eating sushi, he stopped asking.  My mom makes the best!   
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Hannah’s Travel Writing, “Ugly American,” shared with our NWP Summer  Institute 
Writing Group (6.21.12)  
 
Ugly American 
 
6 people, 2 teams, 1600 square kilometers, 7 sights, 7 hours, ice cream prize on the line, what 
could go wrong?  During my trip to Bangkok, my team leader decided to let 6 Americans who 
speak no Thai to go exploring the city.  We were given a map and 7 sights to find on our own 
with a certain amount of money to spend.  The team that saw the most sights for the least amount 
of money in the time limit would win ice cream.  You might be thinking “Ice cream?” but when 
it’s steamy and 100 degrees, ice cream sounds AMAZING.    
  
We set off thrilled to be free of our leader.  The first bus was the easiest because it was the only 
one we knew pretty well.  After that it was scrutinizing our map, asking bus drivers and people 
on the street a location, which was pretty much the only words we knew in Thai; aside from pad 
thai, thank you, and bathroom.  My heart thumped as I glance at my teammates that I was forced 
to trust.  I began to miss our team leader who knew exactly which way to go and how we would 
get there.  It didn’t help that my team mates were disagreeing over directions and I had to play 
peacemaker.  We saw the other team once, they had their game faces on, and we acknowledged 
that we were going to lose.  From that point on, we decided to live it up since we’re going to lose 
anyways.   
  
Erawan Shrine with dancers paid to pray for different lunch time supplicators surrounded by 5 
star hotels and luxury malls.  Stopping in a 5 star hotel to use the sparkling marble countered, 
tiled bathrooms with towels and air conditioning.  The aroma of caramelized bananas grilling on 
an open fire.  The all too common view of older white men accompanied by young lovely Thai 
women.  Riding a tuktuk, a mini open air bus taxi, for two blocks to realize we had been ripped 
off.  But being so excited to ride it we didn’t care.  Stopping at the hub of Muay Thai boxing, 
Lumpini Stadium, grateful there was no match of blood, gore and possible death on display.   
  
Our final stop was Wat Pho, a Buddhist temple famous for a gold reclining Buddha.  The city is 
covered with the unmistakable shimmering gold and red tiling of temples but this is one of the 
most famous.  The reclining Buddha is 46 meters long and 15 meters high, and makes most lists 
of must-see sights in Bangkok.   
  
We walked through stands of postcard, drink carts, cheap toy trinkets, saffron monks.  There 
were very few tourists in the late afternoon sauna-like conditions, most people were taking 
refuge in air conditioning.  We saw the other team and realized that we were probably about at 
the same point on the list.  Possibly we were still in the running to win.   
  
Suzy:  Look, they’re only sending in one person so they’ll have more money. 
Silence 
Dave:  I want to go in. 
Me:  I want to go in too. 
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Suzy:  Me too. 
Silence 
Dave:  Let’s lose, who cares. 
Suzy and Me:  Yes! 
  
Suzy and I went to buy the tickets.  As we approached, a sign clearly showed the price:  Thai 
Citizens 30B  Non-Thai 50B.  
  
Suzy:  This is so wrong. 
Me:  What? 
Suzy:  How can they charge more for tourists? 
Me:  Who cares?  Let’s just buy our tickets, we don’t have a lot of time left. 
Suzy to the ticket man:  Pasa Thai, sam (I speak Thai, three.)   
  
My gaze sank down and my face reddened.  I was thinking of leaving, but then I knew there was 
no way I would ever make it back on my own.  Me reading a map is like giving a 3 year old War 
and Peace.  I also really wanted to go in and see the temple. 
  
Ticket Man:  150B 
Suzy:  No, Pasa Thai, sam! 
Ticket Man annoyed:  No, 150B 
Suzy huffily:  This is so wrong to charge more, I speak Thai! 
  
She continued to motion with her hands and repeatedly spoke in her horrendous Thai.  The idea 
crossed my mind that the man could choose not to sell us the tickets.  I sidled her over and 
hurridly gave the man the money so I could actually get into the temple, for once grateful for the 
drenching afternoon heat that allowed few to witness this interaction.  As we left, Suzy turned to 
the tourist couple behind us and pronounced with conviction, “This is so wrong.  They charge 
tourists more than Thai people!”  I flew from her side and ran to Dave so we could get into the 
temple and blend.  As I wandered the temple I realized that the couple Suzy attempted to bring to 
her side were not American, but spoke another language to one another.   
 
The temple was worth all the drama, and the Buddha was something you had to experience in 
person to comprehend.  Getting back was a miracle, we kept asking bus drivers and weren’t 
exactly sure if we were right, we prayed we were.  Our team was late getting back, but 
didn’t  care since we knew we had lost.  Our team leader was amazed by how much we had seen, 
he didn’t have faith that we would make it and had been considerably concerned by our late 
return.   
 
The Bangkok Scavenger Hunt was a memorable experience in so many ways.  It was the first 
time I understood what it meant to wander an unfamiliar city.  It was memorable that we actually 
won because the other team had splurged to pay for a taxi back.  But mostly, it was unforgettable 
because whenever I hear the term “ugly American” I remember Suzy. 
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APPENDIX D 
 
SAMANTHA’S WRITING 
 
Samantha’s Testimonio Writing, “5th Grade Testimonio,” shared during her NWP 
Summer  Institute Demonstration (6.26.12)  
 
5th grade Testimonio 
 
When I was in the 5th grade we lived in Germany on an Army base.  I walked to school early 
one winter morning and my German teacher arrived at about the same time. I really liked Frau 
Werny and I think she appreciated that I enjoyed learning the language. It helped that I had some 
background with German  because my dad was originally from Austria. (Although the words we 
most frequently heard were not ones we were allowed to repeat…) 
 
She greeted me kindly and I offered to help her carry her heavy bags into the building. Once we 
were inside the classroom she was thanking me for my help and taking off her coat when I 
suddenly froze, just like in freeze tag, and my jaw actually did drop at what I saw. I had to say 
something but how could I breech the gap between student and revered teacher? “Your skirt, 
Frau Werny!”, I squeaked.  
 
She looked from my face to where my eyes were glued and gasped! Under her the lace blouse 
that stretched over her ample bosom was a pretty pink slip that just touched her knees. She had 
forgotten to put on her skirt! “Ach, Stephanie,” she whispered, “don’t tell anyone!” In seconds 
she snatched up her coat and handbag and was out the door, but first she touched my cheek and 
said, “Danke.” 
 
I went about my day as if nothing had happened and my German class that day was uneventful. 
Frau Werny, this time with her skirt, treated me just the same except for one quick raise of her 
eyebrows in acknowledgement. I, however, was not the same. 
  
Even though I knew that my teachers didn’t live at school they were way up on a pedestal to me. 
After this incident that image just didn’t fit. Frau Werny was just a woman, someone like my 
mom, who would walk around in her slip until she was good and ready to put on her skirt. And 
she forgot things from time to time, too, just like my mom.  
 
So, then, I questioned, her ability to teach was not a divine power, was it? It was just something 
that she was good at, I figured, after days of pondering over it. It was a talent she had and 
something that she obviously liked. So, if you are good at something or like to do something, you 
could maybe choose to do that in your life. So, I could choose, too. I was never the same after 
that. I was on a mission to find my way, my talent, my special thing. 
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Samantha’s Narrative Writing, “In Her Ear,” shared with our NWP Summer  Institute 
Writing Group (6.28.12)  
 
In Her Ear  (Part 1) 
 
Gone was the view of the grand cedar from my kitchen window at our Seattle home. Gone were 
visual reminders of almost anything ordinary. From the window of our new home I could just 
make out the top of a lone date palm tree in the courtyard. It pushed straight up out of the 
building rubble and sand that surrounded it; parched dry under the blazing sun, its leaves gently 
shushing with the wind. I heard the sing song Portuguese of my upstairs neighbor calling to her 
boys as I cleared away the breakfast dishes. The sounds echoed off the high cement walls of the 
apartment where my husband Jim and I and our two boys had settled. “So much for Christmas,” I 
sighed. 
 
We had moved to the United Arab Emirates in August, thankful for the job and the opportunity. 
Adventurous but broke after Jim completed graduate school, we were hoping to have a little 
excitement after the grind of student poverty. The adjustments in our new life so far were 
staggering, but the novelty of it all helped us to be patient. The building we lived in was 
populated with University employees from all parts of the world. Languages and aromas, music 
and native dress inundated our senses each time we ventured out. We hoped that his was the 
beginning of something good. 
 
Soon after the Meuzzin had cried out the predawn call to prayer we were fully awakened by two 
sleep-tossed but smiling boys. “Mom, is it Christmas?” asked Alex, the oldest, knowing full well 
that it was. His little brother and shadow in soggy diapers held his blanket expectantly, not fully 
understanding what was happening. Our “Little Christmas” had begun.  
 
A two foot tall artificial Christmas tree sent by friends twinkled from its perch on top of a 
packing box.  Our nativity scene had been lovingly staged with Playmobile figures and nestled 
on a shelf under the TV stand. After a hurried gift exchange Jim ran off to teach classes and that 
was that. I could hear the boys, still in pajamas, shouting and flapping around in their matching 
swimming fins.  
 
I wasn’t complaining. So far our adventure had far outweighed the hardships. We had chosen to 
live here, but I missed my big noisy family, our circle of friends, and all traditions we had, 
especially during the holidays.  But I felt as forlorn as that scraggy date palm looked. 
 
A knock at the door roused me from my melancholy. Standing there rubbing swirls on the 
underside of her pregnant belly, was my neighbor Laura. Her brow was furrowed and she looked 
confused and uncomfortable as we spoke. Without even a hello she asked, ”How far apart do 
contractions have to be before you go in to the hospital?” 
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APPENDIX E 
 
LISA’S WRITING 
 
An excerpt from a scene, “Loud Crashes,” in Lisa’s fiction novel, shared at a meeting with 
Will (3.21.10)  
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An excerpt from a scene, “Spooning Out Secrets,” in Lisa’s fiction novel, shared at a 
writing group meeting(5.23.10) 
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APPENDIX F 
 
ANNETTE’S WRITING 
 
An excerpt from Annette’s NWP Summer Institute writing, “Detachment Parenting”  
 
Detachment Parenting 
 
 The first time she ran away we spent the night chasing her. From house to house we went, 
disrupting dinners and upsetting parents. “No, we haven’t seen her, but we will let you know if 
we do.” “I’m so sorry, but for the grace of God…” 
 
Meanwhile a secret network of teenage text messages zing around, “You dad wuz jst here.” 
“OMG, where are you?” After hours of knocking on doors, dragging children out of their rooms, 
unwelcome phantoms on the front yard, we had a phone number that led to her return, a shifty 
eyed, baggy panted boy saying, “I don’t want any trouble, I didn’t know she had run away, she’s 
in my car but won’t get out.” 
 
When I met their father, she was 7 and her brother was 6.  Her father told me her brother was the 
cuddly one who would talk to anyone, that she took a little more time to warm up. But her 
brother was always careful with me, already sensing at 6 that his mother believed love to be in 
limited supply and wouldn’t want him spending any of her portion on me. She, on the other hand, 
took to me right away, pulling me out of bed to draw pictures with her, smothering me on a 
lounge chair at the pool, wanting to be so close I worried she was trying to climb inside. 
 
The second time she ran away, we didn’t know she was gone until it was too late.  She was out 
the window and whisked away while we slept in the room above her. She walked in the door at 
7:30 am on Valentine’s Day, me making heart shaped pancakes to serve her when she woke up. 
 
Their father didn’t want to have more children. He didn’t know if he had ever wanted to have 
children, and loved as they are, these children were a surprise and were finally developing 
enough independence that he was starting to feel like he could have his life back—time to ride 
his bike for hours, play music, dance. He was surprised that this was hard for me. 
 
The third time she ran away was from a treatment center, “Fuck you. I’m out of here,” beginning 
to lose it’s power to shock. 
 
I had always expected I would have my own children. Smart, funny, precocious, bookish nerds, 
who only ate organic food, loved being read aloud to and said uncannily wise things that I wrote 
down in a twee little notebook. That this was a fantasy, I never got to confront. 
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One of Annette’s class blog posts, “Sources for Book Review” (8.14.12) 
 
Sources for Book Reviews 
August 14, 2012   
 
For class tomorrow (Wednesday, August 22), please find two reviews of your summer reading 
book. You may print them out, or you may email yourself links. Either works for me. 
Strive to find two stylistically different reviews of your book. If you find a New York 
Times review for your first review, look for a blog review for your second review. Here is a list 
of places to start looking for reviews. The only qualification for the review is that is has been 
published online–for our purposes, personal blogs and online bookstore reviews are just as valid 
as newspaper sites. With that said, the reviews you find should be substantial (2 paragraphs 
better than one sentence). 
 
New York Times Review of Books  
 
Figment–these reviews are written by teens, primarily of YA fiction. Unfortunately the reviews 
aren’t easily searchable, but this link will take you to all posts tagged with “book of the week” 
reviews. 
 
Reading After Midnight–searchable personal book review blog of primarily YA fiction. 
 
Reading Rants–middle school librarian in NYC reviews loads of YA fiction. It’s searchable and 
she has an extensive side bar of other book review websites. 
 
Kirkus Review–searchable online book review publication. Formal reviews and blog style 
reviews. 
 
Goodreads–social networking organized around books. Search for your book and then you will 
see all the reviews that have been written by user. Some users write better reviews than others, so 
I would encourage you to pick a review that you like. 
 
List of 100 Book Review Blogs–lots of people are reviewing books on their blogs. If you want to 
find someone you like, rather than use the ones I’ve provided, go for it! 
 
There are also two searchable library databases of book reviews. Book Review Index and Books 
in Print. Book Review Index is just that, an index, but there’s a “Discover” link for each citation 
that will get you to most of the actual reviews. Books in Print is Ms. Harris’ favorite place for 
finding short style reviews (you click on a “title reviews” tab once you’ve found a book).   Both 
databases will require library authentication. 
 
Finally, if you read any of the Twilight books, you might enjoy this “review” of all four books in 
a comic book strip. 
 
Like 
    
207 
 
One of Annette’s craft blog posts, “Destashing and it Feels So Good” (11.11.12) 
 
Destashing and it Feels So Good 
Posted on November 11, 2012  
 
 
 
So I destashed all of this fabric. Looking at it now, even after it is claimed and boxed and waiting 
for delivery, I’m not totally sure how I feel about it leaving. I haven’t been sewing much in the 
last year and at all in the last six months or so. The last quilt I made was in August 2011 and I 
only finished it because it was a gift for a baby whose arrival was imminent. I haven’t wanted to 
be in my sewing room for a number of complicated reasons (having to do with energy and family 
and inspiration). The hundreds of dollars of fabric that I have sitting in there were making me 
uncomfortable as they went unused week after week. I have a friend from high school who has 
started quilting and I sent her a message last week asking if she would be interested in buying a 
bunch of fabric from me. Even after she said yes, I hesitated to pull the fabric, photograph, and 
price it for her. 
 
And then yesterday morning I woke up ready to make a new baby quilt. I started pulling possible 
fabric for the quilt, and at the same time pulled fabric to destash. Now that my fabric shelves are 
much leaner I suddenly feel lighter and more ready to sew. I don’t know how long it will last, 
and I certainly don’t think it is a simple linear relationship, but the destashing felt good. I’ve read 
about others feeling this sense of relief when they destash and I never really got it until today. 
What do you think that is about? 
 
Like 
One blogger likes this. 
 
2 Responses to Destashing and it Feels So Good 
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APPENDIX G 
 
AARON’S WRITING 
 
One of Aaron’s8 blog posts “@techhighnetwork Bring on the A/V to Echo Tasks! #echoAV,” 
shared during our NWP Summer Institute writing group (6.14.12), and subsequently 
published on his blog (6.25.12) 
 
@techhighnetwork Bring on the A/V to Echo Tasks! #echoAV 
25Jun/12 
 
This entry is part 1 of 4 in the series A call for @techhighnetwork to add "record to this Task" or 
"upload back" features in Echo Tasks 
 
Over the past two weeks, as part of the 2012 [local NWP Summer Institute] (#NWP2012), so 
many passionate teachers who love writing and who want to see the teaching of writing 
improved have surrounded me.  Each day in the Writing Project, we have immersed ourselves in 
writing, reading and conversations that have been directed by our own interests or expertise.  The 
best part?  We always seem to come back to how we want to see change in how we teach, 
evaluate and reach students through writing.  Thank goodness I still have two more weeks 
around these reflective practitioners, because this has perhaps been the best type of professional 
development that I have been afforded an opportunity to engage in.  (And, so, too has Tech High 
Network been on my professional growth; Tech High has truly changed where I see my career 
going.) 
 
Change can come in many forms and initiated in many ways.  I love what I am doing in the 
Writing Project, and I look forward to bringing a lot of what I learn back to my Tech High 
school.  But, as I move through the phases of change for the betterment of students, I will be 
calling on the Tech High Network (THN @techhighnetwork) to make some changes to the Echo 
course management system to help me help my students.  With some help from THN, I hope I 
and many great educators across the United States, will have the tools for some of the changes I 
would like to make, particularly in regards to how I assess students’ writing as well as other 
projects. 
  
The idea for this feature came to me as I have participated in 
the NWP and reflected on writing assessment/feedback 
practices.  The change is one that other online platforms feature 
(more later), but one that may require some attention by the 
THN Echo web development team. When 
teachers/facilitators provide feedback on student work, we are 
limited to just what our keyboards can transfer – the numbers/grades and the comments we type 
into a box before hitting “Save and next”.  My change calls for an addition that would make 
                                                        8 I removed Aaron’s links and gave his school a pseudonym to help maintain his privacy, but left 
everything that he linked in blue.  
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feedback multimodal.  I hope to see that Echo Tasks will allow teachers to record audio or video 
feedback as part of the assessment process.  In short, bring on the A/V to Echo Tasks! 
 
“You've got to think about big things while you're doing small things, so that all the small 
things go in the right direction.”  ~Alvin Toffler 
 
Over the next month or so leading up to the Tech High Annual Conference (THAC), I will be 
writing a short series entitled, A call for @techhighnetwork to add "record to this Task" or 
"upload back" features in Echo Tasks.  The blog series will be broken down into three major 
themes, with an undetermined number of posts dedicated to each: theoretical/research basis, 
applications in the classroom, and design concept.  (I anticipate my blog and online presence 
may even evolve to include video blogging as well…YouTubers, get ready for this.) 
 
As a reader, you have a part, too.  Since Echo is an online platform, I hope to leverage my 
readership’s expertise in this cause, too, to create an online campaign.  As I write through this 
series, I hope my readers will see the importance of adding this feature, help me cultivate a 
vision for the idea, and participate in its promotion.  Any of my posts now feature a commenting 
system that allows my readers to freely authenticate into my blog using Facebook, Twitter, 
Google or Yahoo credentials and easily share their feedback. I am also now opening a Google 
Form that I hope you will generously share applications of this tool (specifically, how 
teachers/facilitators would use this added feature and the foreseeable impact it would have on 
students).  Only with a discussion can this idea be refined.  Finally, I will be starting a 
Change.org petition that I hope anyone – teachers, parents, students, administrators and other 
stakeholders – will sign in support of the feature addition.  With an extensive online presence 
and diverse support, we will hopefully see that Tech High joins the discussion, too, and 
facilitates the upgrade.  Follow the Twitter conversation with the hashtag #echoAV. 
 
 
Tagged as: #echoAV, @techhighnetwork, argumentative, assessment, authenticity, change, communication, echo, 
evaluation, feedback, google apps for ed, google docs, interface design, multimodal, tech high network, online 
campaign, online presence, persuasive, relationships, student feedback, video blogging, Writing, writing process 
 
4 comments 
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Aaron’s narrative writing, “Tacklebox Wedding,” shared with our NWP Summer Institute 
writing group (7.5.12) 
 
Tacklebox Weddings 
 
“Its a lot of a little terrifying,” Face said as I dipped one more fried slice of ‘gator meat 
into a generally oversized (yet pleasing) cup of tartar sauce that was all part of my tackle box of 
a meal. In a hunter’s cabin-themed restaurant on the north side of Springfield, I sat looking at 
this plastic tackle box that is usually filled with tools and was now filled with little fried delights 
-- ‘gator, clams, shrimp and fries -- wondering how much of my life I’ve already spent 
sharpening my own tools. Around me, heads of hunted and stuffed game stare blankly, 
seemingly past the patrons in the restaurant. These trophies of man’s conquest of the wilderness 
are surrounded by reminders of other tastes of a more modern man: the aluminum license plates 
of old cars; the advertisements from beer brewers around the country; or other knick-knacky 
tributes to the USA. 
“What was that?” 
“Its a lot of a little terrifying.” The menu may not be for the squeemish, sure, what with 
the special tonight of frogs legs, the promise of the taste of exotic from the normal day’s menu 
which serves alligator, ostrich and buffalo in various presentations. But Face had been here 
before. This was no comment on the unveiling of our fisherman’s box gone deep-frier. Up to 
now, he had been telling me about how he has been preparing to propose to his girlfriend. As 
I try to keep up with the conversation with questions about the technicals -- when he’s going to 
Japan, where he’s staying, how he’ll propose -- I sense the conversation taking a new, broader 
vision as Face tells me about how they are talking about their growth as a couple. Now, I know 
we were getting past the first round of whiskey and Moose Drool beer, well, to the meat of our 
man-talk. This may not have ever been a conversation that two men would have facing each 
other, which makes the heavy bar stools more comfortable as they support more than Facemire’s 
and my soon-to-be-engorged bodies. 
“Its a lot of a little terrifying,” best sums up for him the sense that he has now looked at 
every part of his life with an eagle’s eye from up above. Via Skype, texts or email that travel 
over miles of copper and fiber and then under the Pacific, Face and Ayana have been talking 
about what where they are going. After Face had met Ayana, it was only in the last six months 
during a year-long study abroad of Japanese language and culture that he knew he was falling for 
her. With a recent visit by Ayana to the U.S. and introductions of her to his family, the pieces are 
now set for a delicate game of decision-making and balances. Or, at least those are the terms that 
I use in my head. 
I keep asking about logistics -- where they might get married; where they would want to 
live; where; how; where; how; what; how; where... 
 
Food was out-of-ordinary... is this an unusual conversation? 
Taste of the exotic 
 
To an outsider, 
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I feel more an outsider to this part of Ryan’s9 life than I do a friend, perhaps because of 
how we align ourselves to different cultures. Since getting back from Japan, Ryan has faced a 
number of challenges in trying to build a career. His family often 
 
I too, struggled with my career. I know I work too hard, and only recently have I been 
called out on working too hard on the wrong things. 
 
Where I’m going with Paige and other relationships... 
 
I see more than a couple in here... he’s obsessed with J culture 
He’s a kid 
 
Here, next to my best friend from college, I may finally be considering what has been 
 
Talking engagement. Face will give 
AF “I'm ready to put myself in her plan.” 
 
Meanwhile, I'm eating a tackle box with a caramel whiskey in a bar with a redneck license plate
                                                        9 Ryan’s first name has been changed in this piece of writing. 
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APPENDIX H 
 
ALICE’S WRITING 
                       
Excerpts from Alice’s Writing, “Field Exam Rationale and List” and “Questions for 
Special Field Exam,” shared with our writing group (10.12.11)  
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An Excerpt from Alice’s Collaboratively-written Publication Draft, “Voices from 
Language Partners: Prisoners and University Volunteers Teaching Together,” shared with 
our writing group (11.2.11)  
 
Voices from “Language Partners”:  
Prisoners and University Volunteers Teaching Together 
 
One-sentence description: Teaching ESL in prison has transformed us— incarcerated ESL 
teachers and university volunteers— in diverse ways.  
 
 Author12 and Author6, the artists of the drawing below (Fig. 1), are adult ESL teachers. 
As the drawing indicates, their classroom is both typical and extremely atypical. A teacher stands 
at the chalkboard surrounded by such resources as a dictionary, newspaper, textbooks and 
teacher’s manual, and a chart documenting scores on a literacy test. In the background, however, 
gaping holes in the walls reveal barbed wire, bricks of a cell wall, and barred windows. The 
teacher and students wear ID tags, but the group of three at the bottom of the drawing doesn’t. A 
waiting list of students curls from the upper left to the lower right of the drawing, drawing our 
eye to a man labeled a “Waiting Partner” and to an hourglass.  
Since January 2011, an ESL program called Language Partners has been offered at the 
Maintown10 Correctional Center (MCC) in Maintown, IL, a men’s “high-medium” security 
prison. Currently, there are 10 incarcerated learners (“Learning Partners”), 7 incarcerated ESL 
teachers (“Teaching Partners”), and approximately 10 University volunteers (“Resource 
Partners”).  
 
                                                        10 The town and university names have been changed in Alice’s writing. 
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Figure H.1. The Language Partners program. Illustration by Author12 and Author6.   
 
 
